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Introduction 


Winning with Black is no easy mat- 
(er, especially in this day of high 
level technique. Against 1 e4 there 
ure options such as the Sicilian De- 
fence, but what is it possible to do 
ugainst 1 d4? 

I faced this problem before the 
critical game with Yuri Balashov in 
the penultimate round of the 1980 
Soviet Championship. I was fighting 
for the Soviet title and it seemed to 
me that my Queen’s Indian Defence 
would bring a draw at best, and per- 
haps only after a difficult defence. I 
eventually decided to play the Mod- 
crn Benoni and the rest, as they say, 
was history. 

Despite its risky reputation, I can 
say that after 15 years’ experience 
with this defence, it is certainly no 
worse than any other and has a defi- 
nite plus in that it does not allow 
White an easy life. My own results 
have been exceptional: from over 60 
games I scored 70 percent, losing 
only four games. Amongst my oppo- 
nents were the likes of Gligori¢, 
Khalifman, Polugaevsky, Beliavsky 
and Tukmakov, and those few de- 
{cats could not be blamed on my po- 
sitions from the opening. For rating 


enthusiasts, my career Benoni per- 
formance comes out at 2635, which 
with Black is quite a success. 

Recently White has favoured Tai- 
manov’s plan of 7 f4 and 8 &b5+ 
(Chapter 8), against which I had 
not had the youthful enthusiasm to 
defend for some five years. These 
days I only play the Benoni after 1 
d4 Df6 2 c4 e6 3 Af3 and now3...c5, 
which cuts out this and other worry- 
ing plans. Of course most players are 
now using the plan of $2d3 and h3 
(Chapter 11), which has caused 
Black some trouble. But there are 
signs that the teeth are being drawn 
from this system, after which the 
Benoni may be set for a full-scale 
comeback. 

I hope that after reading this book 
you will be inspired to march into 
battle and fight to the death, in the 
style of Mikhail Tal and the other 
Benoni specialists. This is definitely 
not an opening for cowards. As the 
ancient Spartans’ wives used to say, 
as they marched to war with their 
shields in hand: “Either with it or 
upon it.” 

Lev Psakhis 
Hertzliya 1994 


1 A60: Rare Moves 


1 d4 M6 
2 c4 c5 
3 d5 e6 


There are three principal ideas in 
this chapter: 

A) Lines without early @c3. 

B) 4 &c3: Early deviations. 

C) The ‘Snake’ Benoni (...2d6). 

Firstly we should mention that 
White cannot to achieve an advan- 
tage with 4 dxe6 fxe6 5 g3 (or 5 Rg5 
d5 6 e4 h6 7 Rxf6 Wxf6 8 exd5 
exd5 9 cxd5 $2d6 with compensa- 
tion) 5...Ac6 6 Rg2 d5 7 Ah3 d48 
G\F4 2d6 9 Ad3 h6 10 e4 e5 Mocha- 
lov-Tseshkovsky, Minsk 1982. 


A) Lines without early ®c3 


4 g3 
After 4 @f3 exd5 5 cxd5 (D) 
White has a few ideas to try to bene- 
fit from delaying developing the 
knight to c3, for example: 
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y, 


re oe - LL 
os oe He 
6 om 


a) For 5...2d6, see C. 

b) White has an advantage after 
5...26 6 e4!? Axe4?! (for 6...d6!? see 
5...d6) 7 2%d3 Ad6 8 0-0 Re7 9 Rh6 
£6 10 Ac3 Sf7 11 h4 Dab 12 Wd?2, 
Murey-Griinfeld, Jerusalem 1986. 

c) White has a pleasant game af- 
ter 5...b5 6 Wc2 (6 d6!?) 6...52b7 7 
e4 We7 8 Abd2 Rxd5 9 Rxb5 Rxe4 
10 Axe4 Wxe4+ 11 Wxe4+ Axe4 
12 0-0 Ad6 13 Ra4 Re7 14 Hel, 
Polugaevsky-Beliavsky, Las Pal- 
mas 1974. 

d) 5...d6 6 e4 (for 6 Wc3 see 4 
G\c3) 6...26 7 2d3 (for 7 Ac3!? see 
A70) 7...&g7 8 0-0 0-0 9 h3 (or 9 
Eel He8 10 Abd2 R24 11 h3 Rxf3 
12 “xf3 Abd7 13 2f4 Wh6 14 Ad2 
Q@h5 15 Dc4 Wd8 16 Bh2 DeS = 
Murey-Griinfeld, Beersheba 1985) 
and now Black has two reasonable 
methods: 

d1) 9...c4 10 S&c2 %a6 (10...b5!? 
11a3 a5 12 Wc3 Rab 13 Ad4 b4 
14 Acb5 Abd7 ~ Razuvaev-Wahls, 
Berlin 1987) 11 ®c3 Rd7 12 Rf4 
Ge8 13 a3 Wc5 14 Hel bS 15 e5 
dxe5 16 &xe5 Rxe5 17 AxeS Ad6 
= Lisik-Dukhov, Russian Cht 1992. 

d2) 9...b5 10 Hel and now Black 
should play 10...c4 11 S2c2 (or 11 
Rfl He8 12 a4 b4 13 Bxc4 Axed 14 
a5 Ra6 15 We2 Dc5 16 Bxe8+ 
Wxe8 17 Abd2 Abd7 = P.Cramling- 
Winants, Brussels tt 1987) 11...2a6 


12 Ac3 Rd7 13 a4 b4 14 AbS Rxb5 
15 axb5 “c5 with mutual chances in 
Van der Wiel-Winants, Dutch Cht 
1987. Instead the error 10...d7?! 
dooms Black to a difficult defence 
after 11 a4! bxa4 (11...c4 12 &f1!) 
I2 Rf4 Re8 13 Dc3 a5 14 Ad2 Ah5 
15 Rh2 + Zsu.Polgar-Romanishin, 
Biel 1987. 

4... exd5 

5 cxd5 

This position often arises from the 
Catalan move-order 1 d4 @f6 2 c4 
c6 3 g3.c5 4d5 exd5 5 cxd5. 

Di ak b5 (D) 

This move gives the game an 
original character. Alternatives: 

a) 5...d6 6 Sg2 26 7 e4 (7 Dc3!? 
$227 8 Df3 0-0 merely transposes to 
A62) 7...827 looks reasonable: 8 
“\e2 0-0 9 0-0 He8 10 Aec3 b5S!? 11 
&\xb5 (11 e5!7) 11...Axe4 12 Hel a6 
13 25c3 Axc3 14 Bxe8+ Wxe8 15 
4\xc3 “d7 with equality; Volzhin- 
‘Tunik, Katowice 1992. 

b) If however Black plays 5...g6 
6 &g2 &g7 7 Ac3 0-0, then the cor- 
rect move is probably 8 @f3 when 
8...b5 (for 8...d6!? see A62) 9 Axb5 
Wa5+ 10 Dc3 De4 11 Rd2 Axd2 
12 Axd2 d6 13 0-0 Ad7 14 Ade4 
b8 15 We2 + Kakhiani-G.Kuzmin, 
Helsinki 1992, favours White. In- 
stead the ambitious 8 d6 creates no 
problems for Black, for example 
8...4\c6 9 Bh3 (or 9 Af3 BHb8 10 
Sc3 b6 11 0-0 2b7 12 Wd2 Aa5 13 
Sug5 We8 14 Had1 De4 F Poluliak- 
hov-Arkhipov, Moscow 1992) 9...b6 
10 0-0 &b7 11 e4 De8 12 Rg5 £6 
13 Re3 Wh8 14 AbS Gh8 15 AF4 
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&\e5 with a complicated game; Sav- 
chenko-G.Kuzmin, St. Petersburg 
1992. 


Xa2Wes | 
af, a. o 4, 7 


6 Rp2 

Black has no problems after: 

a) 6e4 DD xe4 7 We2 We7 8 Rg2 
G\d6 9 Re3 b4 10 Rxc5 Wxe2+ 11 
Gxe2 “a6 12 &d4 ALS = Sosonko- 
F.Olafsson, Wijk aan Zee 1977. 

b) 6a4 b4 7 f3 26 8 e4 Rg7 9 
Gd2 0-0 10 @c4 d6.11 RF4 Rad! 
12 Wd2 (unfortunately 12 %xd6 
doesn’t work because of 12...2xc4 
13 Qxf8 Qxfl 14 Qxg7 Bp2 15 
Rxf6 Wxf6 16 Bb1 Rxhi 17 Sf2 
G\d7 18 @h3 He8 with a big advan- 
tage to Black — Ftaénik) 12...8xc4 
13 Rxc4 We7 14 Hcl DhS 15 Rg5 
f6 16 Re3 £5, Korchnoi-Timman, 
Tilburg 1987. 

6 .. d6 
7 b4!? 

This is the only move which lays 
any claim to an advantage. White has 
also tried: 

a) 7a4b4 8 4d? (Black quickly 
gained an advantage in Beim-Dau- 
tov, Berlin 1991, after 8 Ah3?! 269 
0-0 &g7 10 Ad2 Abd7 11 e4 Rab 
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12 Hel 0-0 13 f4 He8 14 *f2 c4! 
with initiative) 8...26 9 @c4 (Black 
need not fear 9 Agf3 Ba6 10 We2 
27 11 Dc4 0-0 12 0-0 He8 13 
Gel Sxc4 14 Wxc4 Dbd7 15 a5 
We7 16 Ad3 We5 = Ragozin-Bot- 
vinnik, Sverdlovsk 1943) 9...2a6 10 
Wd3 &e7 11 We3+ Sf8 12 Wr4 
&.xc4 13 Wxc4 Abd7 14 a5! De8 = 
Henley-Seirawan, Indonesia 1983. 

b) 7 Af3 g6 (7...Re7 8 Afd2 0-0 
9 a4 b4 10 Dc4 a6 11 Abd2 Abd7 
12 b3 @b6 = Vanheste-Timman, 
Dutch Cht 1987, is not bad either) 8 
Gf d2 (or 8 0-0 227 9 a4 b4 10 Abd2 
8.a6 11 Wc2 Abd7 12 Hel 0-0 13 e4 
&\g4! with the initiative to Black in 
Kouatly-Stean, Lucerne OL 1982) 
8...A\bd7 9 Bc3 a6 10 a4 b4 11 
Gce4 a5 12 Wb3 2e7 13 Ac4 Axe4 
14 2xe4 Abé6 = Portisch-Korchnoi, 
Lucerne OL 1982. 

c) 7e4 &b7 (7...268 We2!? gives 
Black extra possibilities, for exam- 
ple 8...Abd7 9 £417? 2g7 10 e5 0-0 
11 exf6 He8 12 fxg7 Hxe2+ 13 
G\xe2 We7 14 &f2 Df6 15 Hel 
§.b7 16 “a3! + Plaskett-Groszpeter, 
Thessaloniki OL 1984) 8 @f3 (or 8 
a4 b4 9 “d2 26 10 a5 a6! 11 2f1 
$2.27 12 Wa4+ Wd7 = Davies-Onish- 
chuk, Budapest 1993) 8...g6 (after 
8...2)xe4 9 0-0 Af6 10 We2+ We7 
11 Wxb5+ Wd7 12 Wc3 DAxd5 13 
Qd4! cxd4 14 Wxd7+ Axd7 15 
QDxd5 2xd5 16 &xd5 Eb8 17 b3 
White has more than enough com- 
pensation for the pawn — Ulybin) 9 
0-0 2g7 10 e5 dxe5 11 Axe5 0-0 12 
G\c6 Wb6 13 De7+ Ph8 14 Ac3 
&\bd7 and Black had no cause for 


alarm in the game Ulybin-Izeta, 
Mesa 1993. 

d) 7a3 a5 8 Ac3 Wb6 9 AF3 Re7 
10 0-0 0-0 11 e4 Abd7 12 Hel a6 
13 Rf4 (13 eS dxe5 14 AxeS AxeS 
15 Bxe5 Bfe8 16 $225 h6 = Larsen- 
Tal, Bled Ct (3) 1965) 13...Ag4! = 
Larsen-Tal, Bled Ct (7) 1965. 

Ds eke “a6 (D) 

White has an easy and pleasant 
game if Black accepts the pawn sac- 
rifice, for example 7...cxb4 8 a3 
bxa3 (8...b3 9 Wxb3 a6 10 a4 bxa4 
11 Wxa4+ Abd7 12 Af3 Re7 13 
G\d4 0-0 14 @c6 We8 15 Be3 + Al- 
burt-I.[vanov, New York 1983) 9 
&\xa3 Wd7 (9...26 10 Axb5 227 11 
£3 0-0 12 Afd4 2b7 13 Bc3 
Gbd7 14 0-0 @b6 15 e4 t Agzamov- 
Chernin, Riga 1985) 10 &b3 a6 11 
Wxb5 Bb8 12 Wxd7+ 2xd7 13 Ac2 
G®c5 14 Bxa7 Re7 (14...Bbl 15 
Ha8+! Ye7 16 Hal) 15 Af3 Axd5 
16 Afd4 Dc3 17 Dc6 + Sosonko- 
Adorjan, Wijk aan Zee 1984. 
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8 bxc5 4\xc5 
9 DB 86 
10 ADd4 S27 
11 0-0 a6 


12 “c6 

12 Ac3 0-0 13 Ac6 We7 14 Le3 
Shb7 15 S2d4 Bfe8 16 a4!  Kaspar- 
ov-Korchnoi, London Ct (11) 1983, 
is not bad either. 

| are Wd7 
13 “c3 0-0 

Now White should play 14 $2e3!? 
£ instead of 14 a4?! Afe4 15 Axe4 
“\xe4 16 2f4 Ac3 with an unclear 
yume in Gelfand-Chernin, Dort- 
mund 1990. 

B) 4 @c3: Early deviations 
4 Bc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 (D) 

The other capture, 5 @xd5, is not 
dangerous for Black, for example 
5...Axd5 6 Wxd5 Dc6 7 Af3 d6 8 e4 
Re6 9 Wdl 2e7 10 2d3 0-0 11 0-0 
n6 12 2f4 2£6 = S.Nikolié-Rogers, 
Moscow GMA 1989. 
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5...d6 will generally lead us into 
(he main lines given later in this 
book. After 6 f3 (6 h4?! a6 7 a4 26 
8 Dh3 227 9 DAf4 0-0 10 h5 Abd7 
11 hxg6 fxg6 12 £3 Ae5 13 Sf2 c4! 
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+ Gurgenidze-Rashkovsky, USSR 
1976, and 6 g3 g6 7 h4?! 2g7 8 
Gh3 a6 9 Af4 h6 10 Rg2 0-0 11 
§2.d2 b5 12 Wel b4 13 Ad1 Dbd7 F 
S.Nikolié-Sax, Smederevska Pa- 
lanka 1982, don’t deserve much at- 
tention) 6...26 we find ourselves 
within the framework of A61, whilst 
6...%e7 7 93 (or 7 e4 0-0 8 Re2 
G\bd7 9 0-0 a6 10 a4 b6 11 24 
S.b7 12 Ad2 He8 13 Bg3 V8 14 £4 
+ Bilek-Korchnoi, Hamburg 1965) 
7...0-0 8 &g2 He8 90-0 2f8 10 2f4 
(White also has an advantage after 
10 Ad2 a6 11 Ac4 Hb8 12 a4 Ab4 
13 e4 b6 14 Bf4 Qa6 15 b3 g6 16 
Kel Chernin-Murey, Paris 1989) 
10...0a6 11 Hel h6 12 e4 g5 13 
S.d2 24 14 Dh4 c4 15 Wel! Gh7 16 
Wb1!? Sg8 17 Rf1 + A.Kuzmin- 
Murey, Moscow 1989 is of very little 
interest from the theoretical point of 
view. 


6 Df R27 
This attempt to omit ...d6 is very 
risky. 
7 d6!? 


7 225 h6 8 S2h4 Wa5 9 Ad2 0-0 
10 e3 Wb4 11 2g3 DhS 12 We2t 
also looks reasonable, and similarly 
7 e4 0-0 8 &g5 (if 8 S&e2 then the 
correct move would be 8...d6!? — see 
A74 — whilst 8...b5 9e5 Ag4 10 BF4 
Ee8 11 Axb5 Axe5 12 AxeS5 Bxe5 
13 Bxe5 Hxe5 14 0-0 d6 15 Hel a6 
16 a3 Ka7 17 “c4 gave White a 
small but stable advantage in Bur- 
ger-D.Gurevich, Reykjavik 1982) 
8...He8 (8...h6 9 2h4 He8 10 2d3!7, 
but not 10 2e27! 5 11 2g3 Axe4 
12 Axe4 Hxe4 13 0-0 d6 14 &d3 
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Kb4 15 b3 £5! 4 Polajzer-Djurié, 
Ljubljana 1981) 9 2d3 h6 10 Re3 
d6 11 0-0 a6 12 a4 A\g4 13 Rf4 W6 
14 R23 “\d7 15 Ste2 We7 16 DAd2 + 
KozZul-T.Horvath, Frankfurt 1990. 

7 ee 0-0 

8 e4 He8 

Or 8...Ac6 9 S204 bS 10 Axb5 

4)xe4 11 0-0 2b7 12 Hel + Alburt- 
Kudrin, USA 1984. 


9 Rc4 b5 
9...Axe4 10 Rxf7+! Gxf7 11 
Wd5+ f8 12 Axe4. 

10 2d5 “\c6 
11 0-0 b4 
12 Dbs 2a6 
13 “c7 2xfl 
14 @&xfl Ec8 
15 2xc6 dxc6 
16 Dxe8 Wxe8 
17 e5 


White wields the initiative; Va- 
ganian-Suba, Kecskemet 1979. 


C) The Snake Benoni 


1 d4 Df6 2 c4.c5 3 d5 6 
4 Dc3 
After 4 @f3 exd5 5 cxd5 2d6 
‘White should generally continue 
with 6 4\c3, transposing to the main 
line. Another possibility is 6 g3 0-07 
$i.g2 Bc7 8 0-0 d6 9 Afd2 a6 10 a4 
Gbd7 11 Ac4 Ab6 12 b3 He8 13 
Gc3 Hb8 14h3 S2d7 15 &f4 witha 
minimal advantage; Chuchelov-Ka- 
linichev, Bundesliga 1993. 
4... exd5 
5 cxd5 &d6 (D) 
This strange-looking move is 
characteristic of the Snake Benoni. 


6 Af 

White must be careful, e.g. 6 e4 
0-0 7 £47! Dxe4! 8 Axe4 He8 9 We2 
Rf8 10 4 (10 £5 Wh4+) 10...d6 11 
f5 Sxf5 12 gxf5 Wh4+ 13 &dl 
Exe4 and Black gets a dangerous at- 
tack; Hebden-Hector, Nantes 1987. 

Another option for White is 6 g3. 
Then Black may try: 

a) 6...2077! 7 d6 2a5 8 22 0-0 
9 h3 Zc6 10 0-0 He8 11 AdS Heb 
12 “g5! favours White; Knaak-Hec- 
tor, Kecskemet 1987. 

b) In Nesis-Mojzi¢é, Corr 1992, 
White gained a winning attack after 
his opponent’s mistake: 6...a6 7 
S22 0-0 8 Af3 b5 9 eS We7?! 
(9...%e8!2) 10 Dh4! c4 11 0-0 He8 
12 D5 WF8 13 Bxf6 gxf6 14 Ded 
Re5 15 e3! +-. 

c) 6...0-0 7 Rg2 He8 (7...a6 8 a4 
S.c7 9 d6 Sa5 10 Ah3! Ac6 11 0-0 
He8 12 Af4 Rxc3 13 bxc3 b6 14 a5! 
b5 15 Re3 Sb7 16 Rxc6 Rxc6 17 
&xc5 + Tabatadze-Zaichik, USSR 
1988) 8 e3 Rc7 9 Age2 d6 100-0a6 
11 a3 Dbd7 12 h3 bS 13 b4 Rb6 14 
bxc5 Rxc5 15 Ad4 Rb7 = Sakaev- 
Catalan, Doha 1993. 

6 .. 0-0 


6...8%c7 (D) is another possible 
move-order: 


a) White has a slight advantage 
after 7 e4 d6 8 S&e2 0-09 R25 He8 
10 0-0 Abd7 11 Ad2 a6 12 a4 DF8 
13 £4h6 14 Bh4 Dg6 15 Rg3 a5 
16 £3 I.Ivanov-Allan, Chicago 
1989. 

b) 7 g3 d6 8 Rg2 a6 9 a4 Dbd7 
10 0-0 AfF8 11 Ad2 Ag6 12 Ac4 
$.d7 13 &g5 also suffices for an 
edge; Marin-Hauchard, Bucharest 
1993. 

c) Black makes great gains in the 
event of 7 S25 d6 8 e3 a6. 9 Ad2 h6 
10 2h4 Abd7 11 Re2 HDe5 12 0-0 
G\g6 13 2g3 0-0 14 a4 He8 15 We2 
h5!? 16 h3 a5 © M.Gurevich- 
Hodgson, Tallinn 1987. 

d) 7 @d2 (not so effective here) 
7...d6 8 Ac4 a6 9 a4 Abd7 10 &g5 
0-0 11 e4 (11 e3!7) 11... e8 12 2d3 
Hb8 13 De3 h6 14 Rh4 DeS 15 0-0 
$.d7 16 Sc2 DAg6 17 S&g3 b5 18 
axb5 axb5 with equality; Portisch- 
Benjamin, Szirak IZ 1987. 

e) 7 d6 (the most principled 
move) 7...2a5 8 225 Wb6 9 Rxf6 
Wxb2 10 &xg7 &xc3+ 11 &xc3 
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Wxc3+ 12 Ad2 b6 13 Hcl Wd4!? 
(very likely stronger than 13...Wg7 
14 h4! &b7 15 Eh3 @c6 16 He3+ 
Sf8 17 g3 He8 18 Hxe8+ Sxe8 19 
& 22 £ Lali¢-Hodgson, Sochi 1987) 
14 e3 Wxd6 15 WF3 Dc6 16 Rc4 
with the initiative to White in a com- 
plicated game; Eslon-Jacobs, Seville 
1986. 
7 g3 

Black has no problems after the 
passive continuation 7 e3 a6 8 a4 
Ee8 9 Re2 Rc7 10 Ad2 d6 11 e4 
Gbd7 12 0-0 BDeS5 13 h3 Rd7 14 
We2 Eb8 15 £4 Dg6 Vladimirov- 
Gorbatov, Leningrad 1991. 

7 Sg5 is significantly more dan- 
gerous, for example 7...Ke8 (or 
7...a6 8 a4 &c7 9 Ad2 d6 10 e4 He8 
11 Re2 Abd7 12 0-0 h6 13 S2h4 
“4\e5 14 £4 + Danner-Schiissler, Vi- 
enna 1986) 8 e3 h6 9 Sh4 a6 
(9...We7 10 S2c4 b6 11 Wd3 a6 12 a4 
25 13 Rg3 Sg7 14 Rxd6 Wxd6 15 
0-0 + Lukacs-Fernandes, Almada 
1988, brings Black no relief) 10 a4 
25 (or 10...$c7 11 &2d3 d6 12 0-0 
G\bd7 13 Hel S2aS 14 e4 Wb6 15 
We2 DhS 16 Ad2 DeS 17 Ac4 
&\xc4 18 &xc4 with a small advan- 
tage for White in Dussol-Forintos, 
Val Maubuee 1988) 11 &g3 &xg3 
12 hxg3 &g7 13 d6! withthe initia- 
tive to White. 

jars $2.7 

Weakening the queenside with 
7...a6 8 a4!? only plays into White’s 
hands, for example 8...2c7 9 d6! 
a5 and now: 

a) 10 @d2 bS5 (10...Be8 11 2g2 
&c6 12 0-0 Eb8 13 Ade4 Rxc3 14 
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&\xc3 b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 &g5 + 
Beliavsky-Peresipkin, Kiev 1978) 
11 2g2 Ac6 12 0-0 Hb8 13 Ade4 
G\xe4 14 @xe4 c4 15 axb5 axb5 16 
Wd5 is good for White; Vaiser-Griin- 
berg, Tallinn 1987. 

b) 10 &g2 is not bad: 10...0c6 
(10...Ae4 is better for White: 11 0-0 
&\xc3 12 bxc3 Rxc3 13 Rg5 V6 14 
Wd5 @c6 15 Wxc5 b6 16 WES Rxg5 
17 Axg5 Simié-Aleksié, Yugoslavia 
1987, with an overwhelming advan- 
tage) 11 0-0 He8 12 Ah4!? Rxc3 13 
bxc3 Ae4 14 Wd3 c4! 15 Wxc4 b5 
16 Wd3 Ac5 17 We2 Dxa4 18 “ES 
with initiative, Cebalo-Bell6n, Biel 
1987. 

After 7..He8 8 222 Rf8 9 0-0 d6 
we find ourselves in the middle of 
the variation 5...d6 6 Df3 Le7 7 g3 
(see the note to Black’s 5th move in 
B). 


8 22 d6 
9 0-0 a6 
10 a4 He8 

11 b3!? (D) 


Black has no problems after 11 h3 
Gbd7 12 £4 Af8 13 We2 d7 14 
e4 b5S 15 axb5 axb5 16 Bxa8 Wxa8 
17 2g5 Rd8 18 Hel Ag6 = Ulybin- 
Hauchard, Oakham 1992. 

11 Ad2 Abd7 is less effective: 

a) Black equalizes with no prob- 
lems after 12 h3 Hb8 13 Hbl b5!? 
(13...We7?! 14 We2 AeS 15 b3 2d7 
16 Sb2 hS5 17 £4 + Tukmakov-Or- 
tega, Sochi 1987), when 14 axb5 


axbS 15 b4 cxb4 16 Exbé4 is not very 
good on account of 16...$2a5. 

b) White also has no success after 
12 Ac4 De5 (the line 12...2b8!? 13 
Rf4 AFB also deserves attention) 13 
G\xe5 Exe5 14h3 Bb8 15 2f4 Be8 
16 b3 &£5 17 Hcl &a5 = Grigorian- 
Ortega, Erevan 1986. 

c) 12 b3 Bb8 13 e4 Af8 14 h3 
G\g6 15 $2b2 2a5 16 £4b5 17 axb5 
axb5 with a complicated game; Dol- 
matov-Hodgson, Moscow 1987. 


Y Wr, 


| eee Rad 
Or 11...@bd7!? 12 &b2 Hb8 13 
G\d2 De5 14h3 S2d7 15 £4 Dg 16 
e4 bS 17 axb5 axb5 18 eS! dxe5 19 f5 
with initiative; Vokac-Danner, Pra- 


gue 1986. 
12 &b2 ag4 
13 h3 Rh5 
14 g4 &.26 
15 @d2 


with a slight advantage for White; 
Razuvaev-Steinbacher, Bundesliga 
1991. 
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1 d4 “M6 
2 c4 c5 

3 d5 e6 

4 G3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 

6 AB 96 (D) 


One of the most important posi- 
(ions in the Modern Benoni, from 
which perhaps the main variation of 
(he opening begins. Now 7 g3 is ex- 
umined under A62-A64, and 7 e4 
leads us to A70-79, whilst within the 
bounds of this chapter White can 
continue: 


“y, 
mY 


A) 7h3 

B) 7 @d2 (Knight’s Tour) 

C) 7 2f4 

D) 7 &g5 

The first often leads into the fash- 
ionable lines of A70, but Black may 
wish to avoid this transposition. 

The second can also be transposi- 
(ional, but in the lines considered 


here, the knight completes its jour- 
ney to c4; the so-called Knight’s 
Tour Variation. Currently, this does 
not seem a problem for Black, pro- 
vided he knows precisely what he is 
doing. 

The third is a poisonous little 
move, which aims to cause Black in- 
convenience over the d6-pawn. 

The final line considered in this 
chapter is one of White’s many lines 
in which the bishop comes to g5. 
Black must either cope with the pin 
on his knight, or else advance his 
kingside pawns. 


A) 7 h3!? 
1 See a6 
For 7...%27 8 e4 0-0 9 2d3 see 
A70. 
8 a4 We7 
9 2g5(D) 


The most testing. White may in- 
stead choose: 

a) 9 g3 Re7 10 Rg2 (10 Ad2!7) 
10...Ae4! 11 Axe4 Wxe4 12 Ad2 
We7 13 Ac4 Ad7 14 Rf4 DeS = 
Atalik-Ionescu, Mangalia 1992. 

b) 9 &d2 Abd7 10 e4 (or 10 Ac4 
Ge5 11 Ab6 Hb8 12 Kg5 {12 e4 
$2.27 13 Se2 0-0 14 0-0 Wed7 15 
G\xc8 Bfxc8 16 Rf4 c4 = Shabtai- 
Lev, Tel Aviv 1992, is not dangerous 
for Black} 12...h6 13 24 &g7 14 3 
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£5 15 S&e2 0-0 16 0-0 Afd7 with 
equality; Salgado Allaria-Ionescu, 
Bucharest 1993) 10...2g7 11 S2e2 
0-0 12 0-0 Hb8! (more precise than 
12..He8?! 13 £4 Hb8 14 Hel! Gar- 
cia-Magerramov, Nimes 1991) 13 
Eel “e8, Magerramov. 


? 7 


a 6 
BABAR 
gwee x 


9 h6 


10 £4 also leads to an equal 
game: 10...Abd7 11 Ad2 He5 12 e4 
R27 13 Re2 0-0 14 Re3 g5 15 g3 
Gh7 16 h4 g4 17 0-0 £5 = Dukhov- 
Magerramov, Russian Cht 1992 and 
10 S&xf6 Wxf6 11 Ad2 Ad7 12 e3 
We7 13 Ac4 DeS 14 Abé6 (or 14 
G\xe5 Wxe5 15 &d3 227 16 0-0 
0-0 = Ziiger-Gavrikov, Suhr 1991) 
14...2b8 15 a5 S227 16 Wa4+ Dd7 
with equality. 

10 ... Rg7 

Black had an interesting game in 
J.Horvath-Suba, Debrecen 1992: 
10...g5 11 &2g3 Dh5 12 Bh2 27 13 
e3 DE4!7 14 We2 Ad7 15 Ad2 Dg6 
16 @ce4 +, which unfortunately did 
not lead to equality. 

11 e3 G\bd7 
12 Re2 0-0 


13 0-0 Ae5 
14 Bd2 
14 Dxe5 Wxe5 15 &2g3 We7 =. 
14 ... g5 
15 23 RE5!? 


Giving better chances for a good 
game than 15...He8 16 Wc2! (16 
a5 f5 17 Rh2 Hb8 18 Da4 2d7 19 
4\b6 2b5 = Stohl-Maus, Bundes- 
liga 1991) 16....£5 17 £4 = Stohl, or 
15...Ke8 16 Hel Hb8 17 a5 £5 18 
e4 296 19 Had! Afd7 20 Wc2 again 
with a small advantage in Karpov-de 
Firmian, Biel 1990. 


16 a5 

16 e4 S2h7. 
16 ... Hae8 
17 Hel We7 = 


Garcia Ilundain-Spraggett, Can- 
das 1992. 


B) Knight’s Tour Variation 


7 “@d2 R27 

This 1s generally considered the 
soundest move for Black. Others: 

a) 7...2\bd7 8 e4!? (Black has no 
problems after 8 @c4 Ab6 9 He3 
$2.27 10a4 2d7 11 g3 {or 11 a5 Ac8 
12 Ac4 We7 13 S225 h6 14 2h4 0-0 
15 e3 Hb8 =) 11...0-0 12 2g2 bs 
with approximate equality, Cope- 
land-Thomas, British Ch (Swansea) 
1987) 8...%27 9 Re2 (for 9 Ac4 
Gb6 10 “e3 see A70) 9...0-0 10 0-0 
He8 and we have transposed to A77. 

b) 7...4a6?! gives White too 
much freedom, for example 8 @c4 
G\c7 9 e4! bS 10 Da5 a6 11 Rg5 
S2g7 12 Wf3 2d7 13 e5! dxe5 14: 
GYb7 We7 15 d6 +— Sadler-Stratil, 


Oukham 1988. This is not forced, but 
\t is revealing enough. | 

c) Nor do I like 7...a6, which 
weukens the queenside too soon. 
White can continue 8 a4 297 (after 
...4\bd7 White’s simplest solution 
in to transpose after inserting the 
moves ...a6 and a4 to the not disad- 
vintageous Four Pawns Attack: 9 
c4!? 227 10 Le2 0-0 11 0-0 He8 12 
(4, especially as 9 “c4 “b6 10 a3 
hd7 11 2g5 h6 12 Rf4 DhS 13 
hd2 2g7 1440-015 Re2 Af6 16 
()-0 Dxa4! 17 Dxa4 b5 18 Zc3 b4 
creates no problems for Black; 
Benjamin-Zaichik, Philadelphia 
1990) 9 c4 0-0 10 RE4 (10 g5!? 
Ee8 11 Wd2 Lebredo-Gil. Garcia, 
Buyamo 1983) 10...0e8 11 Wd2! 
Vaganian-Haik, Marseilles 1987. In 
view of the d6-pawn and the b6- 
square itis very difficult for Black to 
develop his pieces on the queenside. 

8 De4 0-0 (D) 


Te. ET) 

rAtW Xer 
CR Cae 

mY ve 


ee, 
ZG 
neal 


White faces a choice: he can 
cither put pressure on d6, or pin the 
knight, viz. 

Bl) 9 Rf4 

B2) 9 &g5 
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B1) 9 Rf4 

Black can defend the pawn with 
9...4e8, as was played in the good 
old days, or sacrifice it in exchange 
for a couple of tempi. The latter plan 
can be executed in several different 
ways: 

Oo “e8 

We shall take this as our main 
line, since there is the largest body 
of theory on it. This is notto imply it 
is better then the more aggressive al- 
ternatives. Here is what happens 
when Black decides to sacrifice the 
pawn: 

a) 9...Be8?! 10 Axd6 Dh5S 11 
Gxe8 Rxc3+ 12 bxc3 Axf4 13 
Wad! 25 14e3 Ag6 15 S2b5 a6 16 d6 
+ ].Zaitsev-Lenchukov, Kirov 1974. 

b) 9...Ah5!? 10 Rxd6 He8 11 a4 
Q\d7 12 Rg3 (12 AbS5!7) 12...Db6 
13 Dxb6 Wxb6 14 Wd2 £5 with suf- 
ficient compensation in Lin Ta-Liu 
Wenze, China 1987. 

c) 9...b6!7 10 2xd6 He8 11 Rg3 
Ge4 12 Axed Bxe4 13 e3 b5 14 
&\d6 (or 14 @d2!? Hb4 15 b3 c4!? 
16 Hcl c3 with sharp play; Meduna- 
Nunn, Biel 1982) 14...2b4 15 2e2!? 
(15 $2xb5 is interesting: 15...2£8 16 
S2c6 2a6! 17 Wd2! {but not 17 
§2.xa8? Exb2 18 Wa4 Wf6 -+ Don- 
ner-Planinc, Wijk aan Zee 1973} 
17...Axc6 18 dxc6 Wf6 19 Wc3 Web 
20 Hdl is unclear — Kapengut) 
15...$2xb2! (White has a big advan- 
tage after 15...&xb2?! 160-0 a6 17 
Rxb5 Ab4 18 Axc8 Exc8 19 d6 +) 
16 0-0 c4 with chances for both 
sides. 

d) 9...4)a6!? 10 e3 (10 Wd2? only 
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places the queen under attack from 
10...b5! 11 Axd6 {11 DAxb5 De4} 
11...b4 12 Ace4 Axe4 13 Axed £5 
14 295 Wb6 15 Dg3 4 F Daue- 
buler- Kindermann, Bad Worishofen 
1989, and an unclear game arises af- 
ter 10 R2xd6 He8 11 &3 {11 2g3 
Gb4!) 11...He4 12 Axed Hxe4 13 
$2.23 b5 14 Ad6 Eb4 ~) 10...He8 
and now: 

dl) Surprisingly enough, the 
d6-pawn is again unassailable, and 
White cannot organize himself af- 
ter 11 Ae4? b5 12 Acxd6 Axd6 13 
&\xd6 &xb2. 

d2) 11 Db5?! Bd7 12 DAbxd6 b5 
13 Dxe8 Rxe8 14 De5 Abé F. 

d3) I also like Black’s position 
after 11 Wd2 £5 12 Db5 (12 h4 Dac7 
13 a4 b6 14 Re2 transposes to ‘d4’) 
12...¢5 13 Rxd6 Axd6 14 Dcxd6 f4 
15 @xc8 fxe3 16 fxe3 Wxc8 17 
0-0-0 c4! with a good game in return 
for the pawn; A.Petrosian-Ermen- 
kov, Riga 1981. 

d4) 11 Re2 £5 12 h4 Dac7 13 a4 
b6 14 Wd2 (14 Wb3 Bb8 15 Ab5 
Gxb5 16 axb5 Hb7 17 Hdl h6 = 
Brisenko-Kapengut, Yaroslavl 1979) 
14...2a6 15 Hdl (15 &g5 Wd7 16 
0-0 Af6 F Nascimiento-Renet, Lu- 
cerne tt 1985) 15...2xc4 16 &xc4 
Dydyshko-Kapengut, Minsk 1980, 
and 16...a6! would have given ap- 
proximately equal chances. 

10 Wd2(D) 

Considered to be the most exact, 
as Black has no particular difficulties 
after 10 e3 g5! 11 2g3 £5 12 Wd2 (or 
12 £4 We7 13 a4 gxf4 14 2xf4 Dd7 
15 S2e2 De5 16 0-0 Axc4 17 Rxc4 


46 is equal, ECO) 12...2xc3!? (the 
line 12...We7 13 S&e2 Ad7 = is also 
possible) 13 bxc3 bS 14 Ab2 We7 
15 £3 Dc7 16 a4 S2b7 with mutual 
chances, especially as 10 “b5?! 
S.d7 11 Abxd6 b5 12 Axe8B Rxe8 
13 DeS Wd6 14 Dd3 Wxd5 gives 
him a clear-cut advantage. 


emery 
Bh 
a - 


Ye 
A, Z 


10 ... b6 

There are plenty of other moves: 

a) 10...€\d7?! (an unsuccessful 
pawn sacrifice) 11 @xd6 WeS 12 
Rxe5 Rxe5 13 Ac4 + (Hartston). 

b) 10...f5 11 g3 We7 12 Rg2 
Gd7 13 0-0 De5 14 AxeS5 Rxe5 15 
Bh6 Bg7 16 Rg5 R617 h4 Dg7 
18 Efel + Anikaev-Chiburdanidze, 
Minsk 1983. | 

c) 10...2xc3!? is an absurd-look- 
ing move, but it is not easy for White 
to gain an advantage: 

cl) 11 Wxc3, which I believe has 
not been seen in recent practice, 
would be interesting to try again; one 
may continue 11...b5 12 @d2 £5 
(12...b47! 13 Wo2 We7 14 h4!?2 Ag7 
15 e4 £5 16 S2g5 We5 17 0-0-0 fxe4 
18 4c4 + Boleslavsky) 13 h4 Wf6- 
14 Wg3!? with a small advantage. 


c2) 11 bxc3 b5 12 @b?2 (after the 
absurd 12 4\a3?! Black seizes the 
initiative with 12...a6 13 2h6 Ag7 
14 h4 He8 15 2xg7 Yxg7 16 h5 
Xa7! = Giustolisi-Tal, Rome tt 1957) 
12...2d7 (Black cannot equalize af- 
ter 12...a5 13 e4 We7 14 2d3 b4 15 
()-0 Ad7 16 Ac4 $2a6 17 Bfel Rxc4 
18 S2xc4 He5 19 RF + Borisenko- 
Tal, Riga 1955, or 12...£5 13 e3 g5 14 
Rg3 We7 15 Re2 DAf6 16 f3 Abd7 
17 0-0 Hb8 18 a4.a6 19 axb5 axb5 20 
Ka7 + Seirawan-D.Gurevich, Hol- 
lywood 1985) 13 g3 (Black has an 
excellent game after 13 e4 c4! 14 
Re2 Dc5) 13...Rb7 14 VRg2 f5 15 
0-0 (15 a4!? a6 16 c4 is not bad) 
15...c4!? (or 15...We7 16.a4a6 17 c4 
t) 16 225!? We7 17 Ad1! Ab6 18 
5ye3 D6 19 Wd4 “fd7 20 Hfdl +. 

11 a4/(D) 

The pawn on d6 is unassailable: 
11 AbS a6 12 a4 (12 Dbxd6? 
{\xd6 13 Dxd6 g5! 14 S2g3 £5 —+) 
12...$2xb5 13 axb5 Ad7! 14 e3 (14 
§\xd6 Adf6 15 Axe8 Exe8 with 
cnough compensation for the pawn) 
14...De5 15 Rxe5 Sxe5 16 AxeS5 
dxe5 17 Re2 Ad6 18 Wc3 He8 = 
Sliwa-Suetin, Polanica Zdroj 1957. 
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| eee £2.26 
11...2a6?! 12 e4 We7 13 Se2 
G\b4 14 0-0 $2a6 15 Kael Hd8 16 
@hl DAc7 17 Rg5 Rf6 18 Rxf6 
Wxf6 19 Hdl! Weg7 20 f4 and 
White’s advantage was obvious in 
Agzamov-Gavrikov, Erevan 1982. 
12 e3 

12 e4?! We7 13 We3 Ad7 14 2d3 

$2.d4 15 We2 &xc4 16 Rxc4 Ac7 =. 
12 ... Sxc4 

Or 12...£5 13 h4! Bxc4 14 Bxc4 
a6 15 We2! Af6 16 &d3 + Kapen- 
gut. 

13 Sxc4 a6 

White preserves his advantage af- 
ter 13...0d7 14 0-0 DeS 15 Re2 £5 
16 e4 a6 17 &g3 (17 exf5 gxf5 18 
$.g3 Wd7 19 f4 Dg6 = Donner- 
Spassky, Leiden 1970 is not as con- 
vincing) 17...Wd7 18 £4 +. 

14 0-0 GAT 
15 We2! 

It’s not worth White hurrying to 
push the e-pawn: 15 e4 We7 16 Hael 
G\c7 17 Sh6 Ghitescu-Suetin, Sochi 
1979, and after 17...2xh6 18 Wxh6 
b5! 19 axb5 De5 20 b3 Axb5 21 
G\xb5 axb5 22 &xb5 Hfb8 Black has 
enough compensation for the pawn. 


15... {5 
16 2g3 We8 
17 Xfcl De5 
18 Kabl “\ce7 
19 b4 


White has an advantage — Ciocal- 
tea. 


B2) 9 Rg5(D) 
This move, which provokes weak- 
nesses in Black’s kingside pawn 
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structure, has recently enjoyed 
more popularity than 9 £4, al- 
though play often develops along the 
same lines. 

D sce hé6 (D) 

This is the most popular continu- 
ation at the moment, but there are a 
number of reasonable alternatives 
for Black: 

a) 9...He8 10 e3 (10 Ab5?! h6 11 
$2f4 Ah5 12 Rxd6 a6 13 Ac7 Hed 
14 e3 Ha7 F) 10...a6 (10...b6?! 11 
Qb5 a6 12 Acxd6 He5 13 RF4 
Exd5 14 Wf3 Ac6 15 2c4 +) 11 a4 
We7 12 Rf4 Rf8 13 aS DAbd7 14 
&\a4 and White’s position is notice- 
ably the more active. 

b) 9...Wd7!? 10 a4 (10 Rxf6 
$.xf6 11 De4 2g7!) 10...Aa6!? 11 
e3 Ab4 12 Re2 WES 13 Rxf6 Wxf6 
14 0-0 We7 and Black could look 
with hope into the future in Popov- 
Romanishin, Stara Pazova 1988. 

c) 9...We7 and White can now 
make use of the pin on the knight by 
means of 10 Wd2 or quietly continue 
his development with 10 e3: 

cl) 10 Wd2 b6 (not 10...Abd7?! 
11 W4! h6 12 Rxh6 Rxh6 13 Wxh6 
He5 14 e3 R515 Bd1 + Ftatnik- 


P.Cramling, Biel 1984) 11 Wf4 and 
Black has a reasonable choice be- 
tween the lines 11...$2a6!? 12 Axd6 
(12 Wxd6!?) 12...h6 13 Rxf6 Rxf6 
14 Ade4 Bg7 15 e3 £5 16 Ad2 g5 17 
Wa4 2xf1 18 Bxfl Ad7 with com- 
pensation; Evdokimov-Suba, Stiges 
1992, and 11...kd8 12 He4 (if 12 
0-0-0 then 12...2a6 13 e4 &xc4 14 
S.xc4 a6 15 Wh4 Abd7 16 Ehel 
Wf8 17 Sbl b5 18 Rfl h6 19 Bcl 
G\b6 with an entirely decent game, 
Portisch-T.Horvath, Hungarian Ch 
1984) 12... Wxe4 13 Wxe4 Dxe4 14 
Sxd8 b5 15 £3 bxc4 16 fxe4 Sxb2 
17 Xb1 c3 with compensation, Yusu- 
pov. 

c2) 10 e3 and now: 

c21) 10...b6 is not bad, for exam- 
ple 11 a4 2a6 12 Re2 (Black gets a 
good game after both 12 Ab5 Rxb5 
13 axb5 Abd7 14 Se2 He5 15 Da3 
G\ed7 = Muse-Wahls, Bundesliga 
1986, and 12 Hcl Abd7 13 b3 Rb7 
14 Re2 DAeS 15 0-0 h6 16 Sh4 
Ead8 17 @hl Bc8 18 Wd2 Efe8 
Portisch-de Firmian, Tunis IZ 1985) 
12...h6 13 Rh4 g5 14 Rg3 Sxc4 15 
Su.xc4 Ded 16 Axed Wxe4 17 Wb3 
was Yusupov-Christiansen, Mexico 
1980, and now 17...We7 = would 
have equalized according to Yusu- 
pov. 

c22) 10..Abd7!? 11 Re2 (again, 
winning a pawn does not give White 
any advantage: 11 @b5?! DeS 12 
G\bxd6 Hd8 13 Axc8 Haxc8 14 d6 
We6 with compensation. Black also 
equalizes after 11 a4 We5 12 a3 h6 
13 S2h4 g5 14 &g3 Afd7 15 Re2f5 © 
= Dlugy-Klinger, Sharjah jr 1985) 


11...De5 12 Axe5 (or 12 Dd2 h6 13 
£h4 g5 14 2g3 Dh7 15 0-0 £5 with 
iw good game in Inkiov-Palkovi, 
Stara Zagora Z 1990) 12...Wxe5 13 
R14 We7 14 0-0 2£5 15 Bcl a6 16 
04 Xfb8 17 h3 2d7 = Gulko-Wahls, 
(jroningen 1990. 

d) 9...b6!? 10 a4 2a6 11 AbS 
Sk xb5 12 axb5 Abd7!? 13 Axd6h6 
14 Bh4 De5 15 Hed g5 16 Axf6+ 
Wxf6 17 2g3 Ac4 (Kapengut) with 
strong play for Black. 

c) 9...4\a6 10 e3 @c7 11a4b6 12 
£ce2 Ra6 13 0-0 h6 14 S&h4 Wd7 15 
Hb] Hfe8 16 b3 Ah7!? 17 Bel Ags 
= Atlas-Hoeksema, Dieren 1989. 

Of course, the last two variations 
need practical tests. 


XP Trea, 
G 4 

Y 4 4, 

GF 4 Z 4, 
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10 2h4(D) 

After 10 S24: 

a) Just as he can after 9 2f4, 
Black is quite able to continue 
10...b6, eg 11 Rxd6 He8 12 Rg3 
(12 e3 Ra6 13 S&g3 DhS 14 a4 f5! 
with compensation; Nenashev-Se- 
meniuk, Riga 1988) 12...Ae4 13 
“\xce4 Bxe4 14 e3 bS (14...2a67! 
favours White: 15 Wce2! Wxd5 16 
Hdl We6 17 Hd8+ @h7 18 Adz?! 
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Rxfl 19 Exfl Rb4 20 b3 with ad- 
vantage — Cabrilo) 15 @d2 (15 Ad6 
Eb4 16 Re2 Rxb2 17 0-0 c4 gives 
Black an attack) 15...2b4 16 b3 c4! 
(16...$2xal? is significantly weaker, 
e.g. 17 Wxal Wxd5 18 a3 Ee4 {or 
18...Bxb3 19 Axb3 Wxb3 20 Re2 
+} 19 Re2 Ac6 20 Rf3 Web 21 
S.xg4 Wxe4 22 0-0 2b7 23 f3 + 
T.Petrosian-Nunn, Hastings 1977, or 
16...Wa5?! 17 Se2 &b7 18 0-0 
S2xal 19 Wxal &xd5 20 a3 Had 21 
bxa4 Wxd2 22 &xb5 +—) 17 bxc4 
(but not 17 a3?! Hxb3 18 S&e2 Hb2 
19 0-0 c3 20 Af3 RES F Chandler- 
Denman, Brighton 1979) 17...bxc4 
18 Suxc4 Rxal 19 Wxal Bxc4 20 
&\xc4 Wxd5 21 Wd4 S2e6 = Nunn. 

b) 10...abd7!? is also interest- 
ing: 11 S&xd6 He8 12 e3 (12 Rg3 
Ge4 13 Axe4 Exe4 14 e3 Db6 15 
Ecl Axc4 16 Exc4 Bxc4 17 Bxc4 
b5! = Foisor-Ilijin, Romania 1979) 
12...0e4 13 DAxe4 Hxe4 14 Hcl b5 
15 Ad2 Bb4 16 b3 WaS 17 We2 Rb7 
with compensation; Andruet-Armas, 
Wijk aan Zee 1989. 

c) 10...Ae8 11 Wel g5 12 Bd2 
Gc7 (or 12..£5 13 h4 £4 14 hxg5 
hxg5 15 e3 RF5 16 exf4 We7+ Ftac- 
nik-Podzielny, Trnava 1984, and af- 
ter 17 &d1! White’s chances are 
clearly better) 13 a4 Aba6 14 h4 f6 
15 e4 Ab4 16 Se2 We7 17 0-0 S2d7 
with an unclear position; Portisch- 
Spassky, Turin 1982. 

d) 10...2a6!? and now: 

d1) Complications which are 
good for Black arise after 11 Wd2 
b5! 12 Axb5 Ae4 13 Wel (13 We2 
Rf5 14 Wa4 Db4 15 f3 a6 F) 
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13...Ab4 14 f3 Kaplun-Kapengut, 
Rostov 1980, and 14...s2d7! 15 a4.a6 
+ would have given Black an advan- 
tage — Kapengut. 

d2) 11 &xd6 He8 is dubious for 
White: 

d21) 12 &g3 Db4! 13 e3 (or 13 
Gd6 £5! 14 Axf5 {14 Dxe8? 
G\c2+ 15 &d2 Axd5 16 DAd6 Dxc3 
17 bxc3 $&xc3+! 18 @xc3 Wa5+ and 
Black wins} 14...gxf5 15 e3 £4! 16 
Rxf4 DAfxdS F) 13...2f5 14 Ecl 
Ge4 15 Axed Rxe4 16 a3 Dxd5 
with a slight plus for Black; Petran- 
Barczay, Hungary 1980. 

d22) 12 e3 HWe4 13 Axe4 Bxe4 
14 223 b5 (14...8 247! 15 £3 b5 16 
Wd2!) 15 Ad6 Hb4 16 Re2 Rxb2 
17 0-0 c4 with chances for both 
sides. 


Or? 4 v 


Y/Y 


10 ... Wd7!? 

After 10...0a6 11 e3 Ac7 12 a4 
b6 13 Re2 a6 14 0-0 White holds 
the initiative after both 14...2xc4 
15 Rxc4 a6 16 h3! Wd7 17 Wd3 
GVh7 18 £4! £5 19 e4 Ehlvest-Bellon, 
Logrofio 1991, and 14...\Wd7 15 b3 
Efe8 16 Wd3 Hab8 17 223 Rxc4 18 
bxc4 “a6 19 Ha3 Ab4 20 Wh! with 


a slight plus for White; Danner- 
Moskalenko, Dornbirn 1989. 

It would be interesting to test 
10...b6 11 e3 2a6 12a4 We7, for ex- 
ample 13 Wc2 “bd7 14 Re2 Rxc4 
15 Rxc4 g5 16 Rg3 DhS 17 WE5!? 
&\xg3 18 hxg3 Sxc3+!? 19 bxc3 
We5 (Kapengut) with a reasonable 
game for Black. 

11 Rg3 

Black has no problems after 11 a4 
Wed 12 Rxf6 Wxc4 13 Rxg7 Sxg7 
14 a5! 2d7 15 e3 Wb4 16 Wd2 Dab 


= Makarychev. 
| ere b5! 
12 “@xd6 b4 
13 Dad 


Or 13 Ace4 *xe4 14 Axe4 Qxb2 
15 Hbl &g7 16 Bcl Rb7 17 Bxc5 
Gab. 
13... h5 
14 Ded 
The following variation holds no 
fears for Black: 14 @xc5 We7 15 
G\ce4 4 xg3 16 hxg3 &xb2 17 Hbl 
Rc3+ 18 Axc3 bxc3 19 AbS5 Was 


20 We2 RFS. 
14 ... c4! 
15 e3 a\xg3 
16 hxg3 We7 


and Black had sufficient compen- 
sation for the pawn in Gulko-Ro- 
manishin, Biel 1987. 

One might remark that Black can 
successfully deal with the difficul- 
ties of the variation with 7 4d2. 


C) 7 &£4(D) 


This move initiates a system which © 
has proved very dangerous for Black. 


oS “ Y 
a 


L, 


An attack on d6, linked with a distant 
check from a4, brings some discom- 
fort into Black’s position and de- 
mands exact defence. 

Now 7...ah5 favours White: 8 
Rg5 Re7 9 Rh6 Dd7 10 Wd2 Adf6 
11 h3 Ags 12 Le3 a6 13 g4 Dhf6 14 
4 Ad7 15 Sf£4 £ Gaprindashvili- 
Rajkovié, Tbilisi 1987; and 7...b6? is 
even worse: 8 e4 227 9 &b5+ 2d7 
(9... 8f8) 10 2xd6 Bxb5 11 AxbS5 
O\xe4 12 Ac7+ Sd7 13 Rf4 +— 
I.cv-Karp, Tel-Aviv 1990. 

This leaves two moves worth con- 
sidering in depth: 

C1) 7...a6 

C2) 7...527 


C1) 7 .. a6 
8 ad 

Instead: 

a) 8 e4!? bS transposes to A6S5. 

b) 8 He4 Axe4 9 Wa4+ Ad7 10 
Wxe4+ 2e7!7 11 ®2xd6 Af6 12 Rxe7 
Wxe7 13 Wxe7+ @xe7 14 Bcl (14 
()-0-0 De4) 14...b6 15 DeS Axd5 16 
v3 %e6 and Black wields the initia- 
tive; Dreev-Ivanchuk, Lvov 1987. 

c) 84)d?2 is often used by the Ar- 
menian players: 
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cl) 8...%g7?! cannot be recom- 
mended for Black: 9 “c4 0-0 10 a4 
Ge8 11 Wd2 Ad7 12 Axd6 Axd6 
13 Rxd6 He8 14 e3 + Vaganian- 
Haik, Marseilles 1987. 

c2) White also has a small plus 
after 8...0h5 9 Wa4+! Wd7 (or 
9...65?! 10 Axb5 axb5 11 Wxa8 Wb6 
12 &g3 Reg7 13 Wa3 0-0 14 e3 + 
A.Petrosian-Cebalo, Sarajevo 1986) 
10 We4+ Re7 11 Rh6! b5 12 We2 
and at this point Black should try 
12...$2£8!9, which is stronger than 
12...£5 13 e4! + A.Petrosian. 

c3) 8...b65 9 a4 DhS (Fauland- 
Wahls, Aosta 1988, continued with 
the interesting 9...b4 10 Ace4 Dh5 
11 &g5 £6 12 Rh4 g5 13 e3 Dg7 14 
Wf3 Re7 15 Rg3 £5 16 Dxc5 g4 17 
Wf4 dxc5 18 We5 Sf8 19 d6 Rf6 
with wild complications) 10 &e3 b4 
(10...f5 is not enough because of 
11 g4! fxg4 12 axb5 Dd7 13 Dc4 
Qb6 14 S25! We7 15 bxa6 Axc4 
16 Wa4+ Sf7 17 Wxc4 Rg7 18 €3 
withan advantage, A.Petrosian-Foi- 
sor, Moscow 1987) 11 @ce4 @d7!9 
(again if 11...f5 then 12 g4! fxg4 13 
Gc4 2£5 14 2e5 We7 15 Wad3 {or 
15 Wd2 Sf7 16 Rg2 Ad7 17 Dg3 
h6 18 &f4 Adf6 with mutual 
chances in Lputian-Wahls, Alten- 
steig 1989) 15...h6 16 We3 @f7 17 
8.4 Axf4 18 Wxf4 with strong pres- 
sure in Dementiev-Minasian, Erevan 
1983) 12 Ac4 Adf6 13 Axf6+ Axf6 
14 g3 a5! 15 Rg2 a6 16 We2 Rg7 
17 2f4 &xc4 18 Wxc4 0-0 with an 
equal position; A.Petrosian-Gusei- 
nov, Azov 1991. 

8... Rg7 
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With 8...We7 (D) Black is trying 
to hinder the move e4: 


XA2//eh & 

‘dae 
47, & mse 
MA oe — 


Vi a, ea 

( ODI 
LU KRAR 
_UNMEa7 zB 


a) The problems facing Black 
are simplified after 9 g3 Abd7 10 h3 
(10 Re2 27 110-0 Ag4!) 10...Eb8 
11 a5 &g7 12 Rg2 0-0 13 0-0 Ah5 
14 Rg5 £6 15 Rd2 £5 16 Wel DeS 
17 AxeS Wxe5 = Réder-Gavrikov, 
Vienna 1990. 

b) 9 e3 Rg4 10 Re2 Rxf3 11 
&.xf3 Abd7 120-0 2g7 13 We2 0-0 
14 2e2 Ae8 15 e4 Ac7 = Vyzhman- 
avin-Ivanchuk, Lvov 1987. 

c) Black also achieves a decent 
game in the event of 9 @d2 “h5 10 
$.e3 £5 11 Ac4 Ad7 12 Wd2 DeS5 13 
G\b6 Hb8 14 Rg5 Ad3+! 15 Wxd3 
Wxg5 16 g3 Re7 17 Rg2 0-0=Lpu- 
tian-Pigusov, Irkutsk 1986. 

d) 9h3!? (White does not wish to 
see his opponent’s bishop on g4 and 
in the meantime will keep his bishop 
on the important h2-b8 diagonal) 
9...Abd7 10 e3 (or 10 Ad2 He5 11 
Sxe5!? Wxe5 12 DAc4 We7 13 Wd2 
h5! 14 Wf4 2£5 15 e3 Hd8 16 Re2 
Ge4 17 0-0 Rh6 18 Wh2 2g7 = 
Browne-D.Gurevich, Los Angeles 
1987) 10...8%g7 11 Re2 0-0 12 0-0 


Eb8 13 Rh2 De8 14 Hel Ac7 15 e4 
b5 16 axb5 @xb5 17 Axb5 axbS5 18 
Ha7 and White wields the initiative, 
Gurgenidze-Gorelov, Volgodonsk 
1981. 
9 e3 

9 e4!70-0 10 Ad? leads to A70, 
whilst both 9 h3!? and 9 g3!? deserve 
attention. 

9... 0-0 (D) 

9...824 doesn’t look too bad 
either, as 10 Wb3 (10 S&e2 0-0 leads 
to 9...0-0) is not dangerous because 
of 10...8xf3 11 gxf3 Wc7 12 Rxd6 
Wxd6 13 Wxb7 @fd7 14 a5 (14 Wxa8 
Wb6!) 14...0-0 15 Wxa8 2xc3+! 16 
bxc3 Wf6 17 Hcl Wxf3 18 Bgl De5 
19 &e2 We4 and Black had a strong 
attack in Gunawan-Hulak, Sarajevo 
1988. 


10 h3 


Black has no problems after 10 
Se2 224 11 0-0 We7 12 Wb3 Wc7 
13 h3 Rxf3 14 Rxf3 Abd7 15 Efe 
Efe8 16 e4 Hab8 = Gunawan-Wed- 
berg, Thessaloniki OL 1988. 

10 ... ONS 
10...We7 is also quite possible, 
for example 11 Ad2 Ah5 12 Rh2 


15 13 Dc4 (13 Se2 deserves atten- 
ion: 13...£4 14 0-0! fxe3 15 fxe3 
Wxe3+ 16 Ghl DAg3+ 17 Rxg3 
Wxg3 18 Exf8+ 2xf8 19 Ace4 Wh4 
20 Wb3 Ad7 21 2g4 with compen- 
nuition in Gunawan-Kovacevi¢, Vrn- 
jacka Banja 1988) 13...f4 14 2e2 
(xe3 15 S2xh5 Exf2 16 2g3 Exg2 
17 Wf3 Exb2! with unclear compli- 
cations in Raicevic-Wojtkiewicz, 
Athens 1992. 


11 f5 


Or 12 Re2 £4 13 e4 Dd7 14 0-0 
@h8 15 Phl Hbs =. 


12 wx Rh6 
13 2d3 {4 

14 0-0 Q\d7 
15 Kael Eb8! 
16 We2 g7 


With equality; Genov-Pigusov, 
Berlin 1992. 


C2) 7a 

8 Wad+ 
This is significantly more danger- 

ous for Black than 8 e3 0-0 9 h3: 

a) 9...0a6 10 Rc4 (10 S&e2 Ac7 
11 0-0 He8 12 a4 a6 13 Wb3 Hb8 14 
a5 “e4 = Gurgenidze-Zaichik, Tbi- 
lisi 1991) 10...0c7 11 a4 b6 12 0-0 
He8 13 Hel £5 14 24!7 Rc8 15 e4 
with a small advantage to White, 
[Lerner-Agzamov, Tashkent 1983. 

b) 9...He8 10 Se2 Ad7 11 0-0 
De5 12 Rxe5 dxe5 13 Ad2 f5 14 
W/b3 @d6 was equal in Tal-Spassky, 
Leningrad 1954. 

It is difficult to assess correctly 


Rg7 
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the unlikely complications which 
occurred in A.Petrosian-Psakhis, 
Erevan 1988, after 8 @d2 DhS 
(8...0-0!? is quieter) 9 Wa4+ &f8 
(the only move; 9...52d7 is bad be- 
cause of 10 We4+ We7 11 2xd6+-) 
10 Re3 a6 11 Wb3 bS 12 a4 f5!7 13 
24104! (13...f4 14 2xc5!) 14 Wb4 £4 
15 2c5!? dxc5 16 Wxc5+ Sf7 17 
gxh5 2f5! with an interesting game. 
8 ... S.d7 

Black cannot obtain a comfort- 
able game with 8...Abd7? 9 S2.xd6 
Wb6 10 Ab5 a6 11 €3 axb5 12 Wxa8 
Wxd6 13 Wxc8+ Be7 14 Wxb7 +- 
Benjamin-Kraidman, Jerusalem 1986. 

White has a distinct advantage af- 
ter 8...8f8 9 e4 DhS (or Y...a6 10 
Ste2 224 110-0 He8 12 Rg5 Wd7 
13 We2 2xf3 14 Rxf3 We7 15 Efel 
G\d7 16 Re2 + Grigorian-Sandler, 
Belgorod 1989) 10 225 Wb6 11 
We2 h6 12 S&e3 Sg8 13 Rd3 +. 

9 Wb3 b5!? (D) 

A critical position for the fate of 
the variation. The bold pawn move 
enjoys incomparably greater popu- 
larity than the passive 9...8c8 10e4 
0-0 11 S2e2 a6 12 a4 We7 13 Ad2 
Gbd7 14 0-0 We8 15 Efel with a 
small but obvious advantage to 
White; Nestorovic-Nenadovi¢, Bel- 
grade GMA 1988. 

You also see 9... Wec7, after which 
you may continue 10 h3!? (10 e4 0-0 
relates to A70 whilst 10 @d2 leads to 
a complicated game: 10...Ah5 11 
$2.25 h6 12 Bh4 g5 13 2g3 Axg3 14 
hxg3 a6 15 a4 RF5 16 Wc4 Ad7 17 
a5 0-0 18 Da4 Hae8 Sturua-Eolian, 
Erevan 1982) 10...0-0 11 e3 Aa6 12 
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G\d2 Hab8 (or 12...8fd8 13 Ecl 
EKab8 14 a4 Ab4 15 Be2 a6 16 0-0 
b5?! 17 axb5 axb5 18 “ce4! Axed 
19 Zxe4 2£5 20 AxcS5! with advan- 
tage; A.Petrosian-Gutierrez, Tunja 
1987) 13 a4 Wb4 14 Ac4 De8 15 Hdl 
with a minimal advantage; Velichko- 
Peresipkin, USSR 1984. 


, wai aS 
Z Sak 


Now White must chose between 
two continuations of approximately 
equal value: 

C21) 10 S&xd6 

C22) 10 Axb5 


Instead 10 e3?! creates no prob- 
lems for Black: 10...c4 11 Wa3 0-0 
12 Ad4 Wb6 13 Wxd6 b4 (13...Wa5 
is not as convincing: 14 Wc7 Wb4 
15 Kb1 @xd5 16 a3 S2xd4 17 axb4 
2xc3+ 18 bxc3 Axc7 19 Rxc7 + 
Hertneck-Wittmann, Badenweiler 
1990) 14 Ad1 Hc8 15 Bol Wa5 16 
&xc4 b3+ and now the initiative be- 
longs to Black; Gaprindashvili-W1- 
nants, Brussels tt 1987. 


C21) 10 2xd6 Wb6 
It would also be interesting to test 
10...c4 11 Wd1 Wb6 12 &e5 b4 13 


2d4 bxc3!? 14 &2xb6 axb6, as seen 
in Cholushkina-Prudnikova, USSR 
1991. 
11 Re5 
It is obvious that 11 2g3 0-0 12 
e3c4 13 Wdl b4.14 Abl 2b5 15 
a4 2a6 16 Re5 Abd7, Litinskaya- 
Levitina, Tskhaltubo Ct 1988, fa- 
vours Black. 
11 ... 0-0 
12 e3 c4 
Precisely this pawn! 12...b4 is 
bad: 13 Ab1 @b5 14 &xb5 Wxb5 
15 Fc3! Wa6 16 2xf6 Wxf6 17 He4 
with a big advantage; Khenkin- 
Jaulin, Paris 1991. 
13 Wdl1(D) 


1a) key 
B wR aee 
Ai hs Y 


Ce 
" YJ 7 
UY KK os 


SNe 


13... “a6! 

The most precise move. White is 
assisted by: 

a) 13...8d8?! 14 a3 Wa6 15 e2 
“c5 16 Wd4 2f5 17 0-0 + Timman- 
Winants, Brussels 1986. 

b) 13...b47! 14 Abl BbS 15 
&\bd2 &c8 (nor can Black settle af- 
ter 15...Abd7 16 S2d4 We7 17 2xc4 
Rxc4 18 Bol Ab6 19 2xb6 with a 
big advantage for White) 16 &cl c3 
(16...abd7?! loses: 17 S2xc4 AxeS 


I8 Axe5 Bxc4 19 Adxc4 Wa6 20 
()-0. +— Yakovich-Zelci¢é, Belgorod 
1991) 17 bxc3 Rxfl 18 Sxfl bxc3 
19 Rxc3 Wb5+ 20 Sgl Wxd5 21 
Rxf6 Excl 22 Wxcl Rxf6 23 g3 
O\d7 24 &g2 Hb8 25 Wc4 and Black 
fiices a tough battle for the draw in 
Yrj6la-Winants, Dubai OL 1986. 
14 Wd4 

The weakness of b3 becomes 
clear in the variation 14 a3 @c5 15 
Wid4 2f5 16 Hdl S&c2! 17 Bd2 Rf5 
and White must play 18 Hd1 =, but 
not 18 g4?! Se4! 19 Axe4 Acxe4 20 
Wxb6 axb6 21 Bc2 Axg4 F Van der 
Sterren-Winants, Budel Z 1987. 

14 ... Efc8! 

14...4\b47! turns out to be a lone 
shot, for example 15 Hcl 2£5 16 
Wxb6 axb6 17 a3 ®c2+ 18 Sd2 b4 
19 axb4 Dxb4 20 Rxc4 Hfd8 21 


We2 +. 
15 cl b4 
16 @dl Wxd4 
17 %xd4 &\xd5 
18 2xg7 Sxp7 
19 Rxc4 


Black has a good game for the 
pawn after 19 Bxc4 “c5 20 Re2 
Kab8 21 0-0 aS. 

19... GNb6! 

Again Black has sufficient com- 
pensation for the pawn; Aleksandria- 
Shabalov, USSR 1989. 


C22) 10 “Axb5 S&xb5!? 

White has a clear advantage after 
10...\Wa5+ 11 Ac3 De4 12 Rd2!? 
(12 Ad2 Axc3 13 bxc3 Sa4 14 Wa3 
$2.xc3 15 Bel &b4 16 Wb2 0-0 17 
a3 $2xd2+ 18 Wxd2 Bellén-Ochoa, 
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Matalascafias 1986 is not bad either) 
12...Axd2 13 @xd2 0-0 14 Dc4 
We7 15 e3 a6 16 S&e2 Hab8 17 
We2 Rf5 18 e4 Bc8 19 a3 + Zsu. 
Polgar-Renet, Paris m 1987. 

The little-researched 10...0-0!? 
deserves attention, for example 11 
&\c3 (or 11 Axd6 “a6 12 e4 Bb8 13 
Wd1 Bxb2 14 2d3 Wa5+ 15 Rd2 
Wa3 with acomplex game; Nasybu- 
lin-Ulybin, Pavlodar 1987) 11...2a6 
12 &xd6 He8 13 e3 Ded! 14 Rxa6 
&\xd6 15 Wa3 Hb8 16 0-0 Wb6 and 
here Black has sufficient compensa- 
tion for the pawn; RuZele-Gelfand, 
Kramatorsk 1989. 

11 Wxb5+ 
12 Sxd6 (D) 

Or 12 Wd3 0-0 and 13 e4? Axe4 

is bad. 


G\bd7 


Yi, 
YG 


12. és “e4 
13 2e5 0-0 
14 &xg7 bxg7 
15 Wad Eb8s 
16 Wxe4 Wa5+ 
17 &d2! 


In the first game with 10...$.xb5, 
Zsu.Polgar-Illescas, Bilbao 1987, 
White suffered a crushing defeat 
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13 h3! Wc7 14 Gh1 h6 15 Vf4 g5 16 
Rg3! (16 Rh2 He5 17 f4 gxf4 18 
exf4 2g6 19 £5 Dh4! Tukmakov) 
16...Ae5 17 £4 gxf4 18 exf4 Ag6 19 
(5 DeS5 20 Ade4 Dxe4 21 ADxe4 
with an obvious plus for White; Tuk- 
makov-Larsen, Las Palmas 1978. 
8 &h4 

After the illogical 8 &f4 Black 
quickly seizes the initiative: 8...@h5 
9 2e3 &g7 10 Ad2 Dxg3 11 hxg3 
Gd7 12 e3 0-0 13 Re2 Ae5 14.4 b6 
15 Wo2 We7 16 0-0 hS! Filip-Raj- 
kovi¢c, Smederevska Palanka 1978. 

8 .. g5 

I think this is a very precise move. 
The dark-squared bishop is an im- 
portant piece and its destruction 
might be decisive in weakening the 
pawn structure. You also see 8...5227 
(D): 


Yul, 

“Wy 

W ay 
Y, GG 


Y 
Y 

: 
Ys 


a) 9 e4!?, leading us to A71. 

b) 9 Ad? g5 (it’s not worth weak- 
ening the queenside with 9...a6?! 10 
a4 ¢511 2g3 Ah5 12 Ac4 Dxg3 13 
hxg3 &f5 14e3 0-0 15 2d3 Rxd3 
16 Wxd3 + Vasiliev-Blekhtsin, Lie- 
paja 1974; White also has an advan- 
tage after 9...We7 10 e4 Abd7 11 
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Re2 e512 Re3 DeS 13 0-0 Rd7 14 
a4 + Horvath-Garcia Palermo, Oak- 
ham 1986) 10 &g3 @h5 11 Wa4+ 
Sf8 12 e3 (or 12 e4 Axg3 13 hxg3 
a6 14 Re2 Ad7 15 We2 DeS 16 0-0 
h5 © Popov-Kluger, Sofia 1962) and 
now: 

bl) 12...a6 13 Wce2 bS 14 a4 b4 
15 Dce4!? 5 (or 15...Axg3 16 
G\xg3) 16 $d3 Axg3 17 hxg3 Dd7 
18 0-0 £ Cebalo-J.Horvath, Zenica 
1987. 

b2) 12...Axg3 13 hxg3 @d7 14 
Wo2 Ae5 15 SLe2 a6 16 a4h5!? (sig- 
nificantly strongerthan 16...¢4?! 17 
Eh5! Hb8 18 aS + Spasov-Arnan- 
dov, Bulgaria 1972) 17 a5 (17 Bxh5 
Exh5 18 &xh5 g4 and big problems 
with the bishop suddenly appear for 
White) 17...g4 = Uhlmann-Espig, 
Raach 1969. 

c) 9 e3 0-0 (for 9...g5 10 223 
Gh5, see 8...25, and Black also has a 
reasonable game after 9...a6 10 a4 
$2.24!9 11 Wo2 Sxf3 12 gxf3 Abd7 
13 a5 0-0 14 £4 bS 15 axb6 Wxb6 = 
Hartston-Bronstein, Tallinn 1979, 
as well as after the rarely played 
9...Wb6!? 10 Hbl &g4 11 SMe2 
Rxf3 12 Rxf3 0-0 13 0-0 Abd7 14 
&23 Hfc8 = Yuferov-Magerramov, 
USSR 1978) 10 @d2 and now: 

cl) 10...a6 11 a4 Wbd7 12 Re2 
We7 (12...%e8 does not equalize, for 
example 13 0-0 Wc7 14 e4 Eb8 15 f4 
c4 16 @h1 b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 e5! 
dxe5 19 fxe5 with advantage; Csa- 
bolcsi-Armas, French Cht 1993) 13 
0-0 Hb8 14 We2 Hd8 15 h3 +. 

c2) 10...Abd7 11 2e2 We7 (or 
11..He5 12 Ade4!? We7 13 0-0 a6 
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14 a4 He8 15 a5 with a small advan- 
tage, but after 15...$2£5? Black loses 
quickly: 16 Axf6+ Rxf6 17 Rxf6 
Wxf6 18 £4! Ad7 19 g4 Re4 20 Had! 
+— Lechtynsky-Bonsch, Halle 1981) 
120-0 g5 13 &g3 HDe5!? 14.04 RF5 
15 e4 &d7 and White should have 
played the simple 16 h3!? instead of 
16 Hel?! Hfe8 17 Afl hS! 18 £3 h4 
19 &f2 DhS after which Black 
seized the initiative in Bjork-Ro- 
manishin, Stockholm tt 1986. 

c3) 10...8a6 11 Ac4 (Black can 
achieve a satisfactory game with ex- 
act play after 11 $2c4 @c7 12 0-0 a6 
{or 12...He8 13 a4 Hb8 14 e4 g5 15 
&23a6 16 a5 b5 17 axb6 Exb6 18 
.d3! Ab5 19 Dc4 £ T.Georgadze- 
Dorfman, Erevan Z 1982} 13 a4 Kb8 
14 a5 bS 15 axb6 Hxb6 was unclear 
in D.Gurevich-Wedberg, Helsinki 
1983) 11...Be8 (White is a little bet- 
ter after 11...2\c7 12 a4 b6 13 Re2 
$2a6 14 Da3!? Rxe2 15 Wxe2 g5 
(15...Wd7!2} 16 &g3 Dcxd5 17 
4)xd5 %xd5, Cebalo-Franco, Lu- 
cerne 1989, and White should have 
continued 18 @c4! +) 12 Re2 Ac7 
13 a4 b6 14 0-0 S2a6 15 Wb3 We7 16 
Efd1 2xc4 Tukmakov-Lechtynsky, 
Vilnius 1978, and I think that after 
17 Wxc4 White’s position is the 
more promising. 

9 Lg3 
10 e3 

10 e4 @xg3 11 fxg3 (11 hxg3 
S.g7 12 Wce2 a6 13 a4 Dd7 14 Dd2 
&e5 quickly leads to an equal line 
of A71) 11...2g¢7 12 Wa4+ Ad7 13 
Se2 0-0 14 0-0 We7 15 We2 De5 
and it was already difficult for White 


SYnS5 (D) 


— 
s See 


a: 


to equalize in the game Peev-Go- 
chev, Sofia 1981. 

After the dubious 10 Wa4+?! 
Black gets a wonderful game from 
both 10...82d7!? 11 We4+ We7 12 
Sxd6 Wxe4 13 Axe4 f5 14 Rxb8 
Exb8 15 %c3 b5S Geller-Suetin, Mos- 
cow 1960, and from the probably 
even stronger 10...0ad7 11 We4+ 
We7 12 S&xd6 Wxe4 13 Axed f5 14 
$2.xf8 fxe4 15 Rxh6 Exh6 16 Axg5 
e3! = Shadursky-Suetin, Vladimir 
1962. 

Finally, 10 Ad2 Axg3 11 hxg3: 

a) We have already seen many 
times that Black’s activity on the 
queenside rarely pays him any kind 
of dividends, and this position is no 
exception: 11...a6 12 e3 b5?! 13 a4 
b4 14 Dce4 4 15 Ac4 £5 16 Ded2 + 
Piket-Riemersma, Dutch Cht 1987. 

b) Black played better in Ag- 
destein-Ljubojevi¢, Wijk aan Zee 
1988: 11...Ad7 12 Dc4 Db6 13 e3 
a6 14 a4 2g7 15 Wd2 Axc4 16 
&xc4 2d7 17 a5 and after the simple 
17...b65 18 axb6 Wxb6 his chances 
would have been no worse 

c) 11...8g712 Ac4 0-0 (12...a67! 
13 a4 0-0 14 De4!? Ad7 15 Dexd6 


{\b6 16 a5 Axc4 17 Axc4 2d7 18 
Hiu2 + Agdestein-Cebalo, Taxco IZ 
1985) 13 e3 and we find ourselves in 
(he variation with 10 e3. 

Returning to the position after 10 
c3 (D): 


Yreeeel? 


iz y Y, ey Y 


G 


Y Y 
YEG Y, 


10 ... “xg3 

If he wishes, Black can also play 
10...$227, as he need not fear checks 
on either b5 or a4; indeed his king is 
quite comfortably positioned on f8: 

a) 11 Wa4+ 2d7 12 Wb3 Axg3 
13 hxg3 We7 14 Ad2 0-0 15 Se2 
4\a6 16 0-0 Hab8 = Zurakhov-Zhid- 
kov, Kiev 1971. 

b) 11 2d3 0-0 12 We2 (or 12 
G\d2 @xg3 13 hxg3 Ad7 14 Ac4 
4\b6 15 Axb6 Wxb6 16 We2 2d7 
17 Hb1 £5 = Antoshin-Psakhis, Sochi 
1979) 12...£5 13 Re2 Dab 14 Dd2 
&\xg3 15 hxg3 We7 = Malaniuk-Van 
der Werf, Groningen 1990. 

c) 11 2b5+ and now: 

cl) There’s no point in Black ex- 
changing bishops with 11...2d7? 12 
$.xd7+ Axd7 (12...Wxd7 13 DeS5!) 
13 2xd6 Wb6 14 Ded £5 15 Dfd2 
24 16 Wad! fxe4d 17 Wxe4+ + Szil- 
agyi-Sergian, Hungary 1977. 
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c2) 11...e77! is equally unsatis- 
factory, for example 12 &d3 Axg3 
13 hxg3 Bg4 14 We2 a6 15 DAd2 b5 
16 a4 b4. 17 Ach1 He8 18 Ac4 SF8 
19 &bd2 + KneZevié-Rogulj, Smed- 
erevska Palanka 1977. 

c3) 11...f8 with the branch: 

c31) 12 Re2 Axg3 13 hxg3 Ad7 
(13...£57 14 Ad2 Ad7 15 We2 He5 
16 £4! gxf4 17 exf4 + Lerner-Io- 
nescu, Moscow 1987) 14 Wc2 We7 
15 Bb1l AeS 16 DAxeS Wxe5 17 24 
&.d7 18 a4h5! 19 gxh5 g4 and Black 
already has better prospects; Spasov- 
Hort, Slanchev Briag 1974. 

c32) Black also has an excellent 
game after 12 Wc2 a6 13 &2d3 Axg3 
14 fxg3 b5 15 0-0 Ha7! 16 Hf2 Ad7 
17 a4. b4 18 Ded Ab6 19 Hafl a5!7F 
Borges-Gavrikov, Tallinn 1989. 

c33) 12 &d3 Axg3 13 hxg3 (13 
fxg3 We7 14 0-0!? Dd7 15 £5 Af 
16 Ad2 a6 17 Wf3 Se8 18 Rxc8 
Exc8 19 Hf2 He8 20 Hafl h5 = 
Yusupov-Gavrikov, Frunze 1981, is 
interesting, but not sufficient for an 
advantage) 13...A\d7 14 Wc2 We7 15 
&f5 (castling too soon gives Black 
an object for attack: 15 0-0?! h5! 16 
£5 g4 17 Dd2 h4 with initiative) 
15...kb8 16 a4 a6 17 a5 WF6 18 
&\d2 h5 = Antoshin-Psakhis, Mos- 
cow 1981. 

11 hxg3 
12 2d3!? 

Other moves: 

a) Again the check is superflu- 
ous: 12 Wa4+?! @d7 13 We4+ We7 
14 4d2 and Black has a good game 
after both 14...Af6!? 15 Wxe7+ (15 
Wa4+ 2d7 16 &b5 a6 =) 15...8xe7 


R27 
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with equality, and 14...0e5 15 2b5+ 
SFB 16 Ac4 Bb8! 17 Axe5 Rxe5 18 
&.d3 £5 with an edge for Black; Gil- 
Dolmatov, Barcelona 1983. 

b) After 12 S2b5+, the reply 
12...8f8 again seems best, whilst 
after 12...82d7 13 a4 0-0 14 Wad3! £5 
15 Dd2 a6 16 Rxd7 Dxd7 17 £4 
White’s position was preferable in 
Mi.Tseitlin-O’ Shaughnessy, Hast- 
ings 1992. 

c) 12 @d2 (D) enjoys notably 
more popularity, although in my 
opinion Black can achieve equality 
in various ways: 


AiWe va 
| ae 
i i 


G Z. Me, Z 
‘a nee 7, 
YG & #& 
i eA 
UME 27 Be 


cl) 12...0-0 13 @c4 We7 (the al- 
ternative 13...2\a6!? deserves atten- 
tion, for example 14 @b5?! S2d7 15 
a4 2xb5 16 axb5 Ab4 17 Re? f5 = 
or 14 Re2 Ac7 15 a4 b6 16 e4 We7 
17 Wd2 2d7 18 e5!? 2xe5 19 AxeS 
Wxe5 20 Exh6 We7 with an unclear 
game; Agdestein-D.Gurevich, Jeru- 
salem 1986) and now: 

cll) 14 2e2 Hd8 15 0-0 @d7 16 
a4 We5 17 DxeS Bxe5 (17...Wxe5 
18 a5! Hb8 19 Ha2 2d7, Botvinnik- 
Tal, Moscow Wch 1960, and White 
could have played 20 &b5!? with a 


small advantage) 18 Wc2 f5 with a 
level position. 

c12) Black has no problems after 
14 We2 £5 15 Re2 (greed is pun- 
ished: 15 Ab5 Hf6! 16 Acxd6? $2d7 
17 Wb3 Exd6 18 Axd6 Wxd6 19 
Wxb7 Wb6 20 82.26 {20 Wxa8 Wxb2 
—+) 20...Wa5+! 21 @d1 2a44+ -+ 
Piket-Wahls, Adelaide jr Wch 1988) 
15...2d7 16.a4 Da6 17 0-0 DAb4 = 
Smejkal-Fta¢nik, Prague 1989. 

c13) 14 2d3 @d7 (Black has a 
good alternative in 14...0a6!? 15 
Ecol Ac7 16 a4 Rd7 17 De4 Wxd5 
18 Dexd6 “b6!? = Bonin-D.Gure- 
vich, Boston 1988) 15 0-0 (Black 
need not fear 15 Ae4 He5 16 Dexd6 
$8.94! 17 Se2 Axc4 18 Axc4 Rxe2 
19 Wxe2 We4 20 0-0 Wxd5 = Bonin- 
Psakhis, rapid 1989) 15...Ae5 16 
GYxe5 Wxe5 17 Hel 2d7 18 Ebi 94 
= Germek-Tal, Bled 1961. 

c2) 12...a6 13 a4 Dd7 14 Wce4!? 
(or 14 Re2 De5!? {14...b6 15 g4!7) 
15 £4!? {in K.Grigorian-Kasparov, 
Baku 1980, Black easily achieved 
equality after 15 g4 0-0 16 0-0 f5 =} 
15...0d7 16 Wc2 We7 17 Dc4 Af6 
18 a5 &d7 19 e4 with pressure on 
Black’s position; Kraidman-Green- 
feld, Israeli Ch 1986) 14...Af6 15 
Gxf6+ Wxf6 16 Ac4 Hb8 17 a5 
8.d7 18 Ha2 &b5 19 Abé6 + Bagi- 
rov-Beliavsky, Vitebsk 1970. 

c3) 12...0d7 13 We2 (in the 
event of 13 @c4 complete equality 
can be achieved by both 13...0e5 14 
Gxe5 Bxe5 15 We2 a6 16.04 2g7 
17 &d3 We7 18 a5 0-0 Bagirov-Sa- 
von, Moscow 1973 and 13...Ab6 14 
&xb6 Wxb6 15 $2b5+ &f8 16 We2 


Wd8 17 2d3 Wf6 18 £4 We7 19 
wWi2 2d7 Naivelt-Moiseev, Voro- 
nezh 1981) 13...0e5 (13...We7 is 
ulso interesting, for example 14 a4 
G\c5 15 2b5+ Sf8 16 a5 h5! 17 a6 
h4 18 gxh4 gxh4 with good counter- 
play; Karpov-Gavrikov, rapid 1988) 
14 $b5+ 2d7 (14...6f8!7) 15 a4 a6 
(or 15...0-0 16 Re2 We7 17 Ha3 f5= 
(jcller-Malaniuk, Moscow 1983) 16 
Rxd7+ Wxd7 17 a5 0-0 18 0-0 Wc7 
19 Ha4 b5 with an equal position; 
Mi.Tseitlin-Kaidanov, Cheliabinsk 
1980. 
12 ... G\d7 

Black experiences no problems 
wfter 12...0-0!2 13 Wc2 £5 (more 
interesting than 13...Ad7 14 Hbl 
We7 15 S&h7+! Gh8 16 RES De5 17 
Rxc8 Haxc8 18 WES! Axf3+ 19 
exf3 £ Yuferov-Sarbai, Minsk 1978) 
14 AWd2 Da6 15 Wc4 (15 a3!?) 
15...Ab4 16 Wd2 Dxd3+ (it is also 
possible to wait with this exchange: 
16...a6!2 17 a4 b6) 17 Wxd3 a6 18 a4 
l% = Lerner-Dolmatov, Kislovodsk 
1982. 

13 We2(D) 
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In Tal-Tatai, Las Palmas 1975, af- 
ter 13...0f6 14 Ad2 0-0 15 Ac4 
We7 16a4 2d7 17 0-0 Hab8 18 Efel 
b6 White could have gained an ad- 
vantage if he had played 19 2£5!. 

Black may also try 13...a6 14 a4 
Eb8 (alternatively, 14...We7 15 25 
Ge5 {15...0f67! 16 a5 Rxf5 17 
Wxf5 Hb8 18 Ad2 0-0 19 Dc4 is 
less successful; Groszpeter-Stajci¢, 
Caissa KFT 1993) 16 a5!? &xf5 17 
Wxf5 Ad7 {Black has a dangerous 
position after 17...Axf3+ 18 gxf3 
Wd7 19 Wxd7+ Sxd7 20 Da4!} 18 
G\d2 b5 19 axb6 Axb6 20 24 + 
Groszpeter-Kindermann, Budapest 
1985) 15 0-0 (but not 15 &£57! be- 
cause of 15...b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 
Ea7 Wb6 18 Ha2 b4 and Black al- 
ready has the initiative; Yusupov- 
Hulak, Toluca IZ 1982) 15...0-0 16 
Eab1 and now 16...We7!? should be 
compared with the main line, whilst 
after 16...%c7?! White has an easy 
and pleasant game: 17 Efcl He8 18 
b4 cxb4 19 Bxb4 @c5 20 Kh7+ 
@h8 21 Ad4 Rd7 22 Kf5 + Fur- 
man-Tal, Tallinn 1971. 

14 a4(D) 

After 14 0-07! h5 15 S£5 24 16 
Gh4 (16 Ad2!7) 16...2f6 17 De4 
Rxh4 18 gxh4 De5 Black seizes the 
initiative — Kapengut. 

He also has no problems after 14 
G\d2 De5 15 RES Rxf5 16 Wxf5 
Wd7!? (but not 16...c4?! 17 &e2! 0-0 
{17...Wd7!2} 18 Dce4 b5 19 Xxhé! 
+— Psakhis-Gavrikov, Erevan 1982) 
17 Dce4 Be7!. 

14 ... a6 
15 Hbl 
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Again it’s not worth White’s 
while hurrying into castling: 15 
0-07! h5! 16 R£5 g4 17 Ad2 He5 
(17...h4!7 18 We2 DeS5) 18 Rxc8 
Exc8 19 £4 gxf3 20 Axf3 Axf3+ 
21 Hxf3 Hc7 = Balashov-Kapengut, 
Baku 1972. 

Also possible: 15 S2£5 b6!? (more 
circumspect than 15...2e5?! 16 a5 
Rxf5 17 Wxf5 Wd7 18 Wc2 0-0-0 
19 AxeS5 Rxe5 20 Aa4 Sb8 21 
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G\b6 We7 22 g4 with an edge for 
White; Tukmakov-Agzamov, Ere- 
van Z 1982) 16 @d2 &b8 and Black 
has a reasonable game. 


15... 0-0 (D) 
16 0-0 Gye5!? 
17 ®xe5 Wxe5 
18 a5 Eb8 
19 Hal b5 
20 axb6 Exb6 = 


Hartston-Nunn, London 1981. 


3 Fianchetto System: Introduction 


(A62) 


1 d4 Df6 2 c4.c53.d5 e6 4 Ac3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 


6 Af 26 
7 g3 Rg7 
8 22 0-0 
9 0-0(D) 


BE) 4G 


; ‘yyy? oe Y OE I:G 
wm AR on 
a gw) ae 


The system in which the bishop 1s 
developed to g2 occupies a very im- 
portant place in the Modern Benoni, 
und this variation has particular im- 
portance as it can be reached by 
other move orders from the King’s 
Indian Defence. It is hardly the most 
dangerous system for Black. How- 
ever, it is especially difficult for 
slack to achieve an active game, 
which, strictly speaking, is the aim 
of those brave souls who play the 
Modern Benoni. We shall examine 
concrete variations as events de- 
velop. 


Occasionally White tries 9 @d2, 
when there can follow 9...a6 10 a4 
“\bd7 11 c4 (for 11 0-0 see A63) 
11..AQb6 12 Aad Rd7 13 Rd2 
Gxa4! 14 ®xa4 b5 15 Wc3 b4 = 
Krasenkov-Tolnai, Budapest 1989. 

On the ninth move Black has a 
fairly large choice of continuations, 
which we divide up as follows: 

A) Rare moves 

B) 9...Re8 

C) 9...a6 10 a4 He8 

D) 9...Aa6 


A) Rare moves 


9 ... ag 

Or: 

a) 9...b6 (too slow, and besides 
the bishop on a6 has practically no 
function) 10 Hel He8 11 2f4 a6 12 
e4 Dg4 (12...b5 13 e5! is risky) 13 
a4 Ha7 14h3 We5 15 Rxe5 Rxe5 16 
G\xe5 dxe5 17 Wb3 + Zaitsev- 
Rashkovsky, Sochi 1976. 

b) 9...2d7 10 2£4 We7 11 Hel 
G\a6 12 h3 Bfe8 13 e4 AhS 14 Rg5 
Wf8 15 4 h6 16 Rd2 “6 17 Rl4 
with a small advantage to White; Ur- 
ban-Anastasian, Debrecen 1992. 

c) 9...We7 10 Xel “bd7 11 h3 
“e4 (or 11...4b8 12 a4 De4 13 
Ka3!? Adf6 14 Ad2 Ags 15 Sh2 
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+ Razuvaev-Nikoloff, Saint John 
1988) 12 Axe4 Wxe4 13 Ri4 We7 
14 Wd2 Birnboim-Lobron, Biel 
1982, and even after the improve- 
ment 14...Ae5!? 15 AxeS Sxe5 16 
Sxe5 Wxe5 17 e4 White’s position 
is preferable. 

10 “@d2 

10 h3 is not dangerous for Black: 

10...$2xf3 11 Sxf3 (or 11 exf3 a6 12 
a4 “bd7 13 £4 c4 =) 11...Wd7!? 
(more interesting than the traditional 
11...a6 12 a4 Abd7 13 Zbl We7 14 
$.d2 Hab8 15 2g2 Efe8 16 We2 b5 
17 axb5 axb5 18 b4 +) 12 Ph2 b5 13 
a3 Wb7 14 2f4 De8 15 e4 Ad7 = 
Verat-Tatai, Cannes 1992. Black also 
has a decent game after 10 S2£4 DAh5 
11 2g5 Wd7 12 Wb3 Da6. 

10 ... Wd7 

11 a4 

Or 11 Wb3 a6 12 Hdl Babs 13 

£3 &h3 14 2xh3 Wxh3 = Furman- 
Taimanov, USSR 1961. 


11... Rh3 
12 Dc4 Rxg2 
13 &xg2 We7 
14 f3 G\bd7 
15 Rf4 “eS 
16 Wd2 


with a small advantage for White; 
Makarov-Gufeld, Podolsk 1992. 


B) 9...4e8 (D) 


10 24 
Without doubt the most popular 
move, but not for certain the best. 
White also has various other con- 
tinuations, some of which offer hope 
of an adavantage: 


“yy e UA Wy Z Y ye ” 4 pss 
AE TT ARBR 
GH SOA WY) Jn 


a) Black has an easy game after 
10 a4?! De4 11 Axed Bxe4 12 Rg5 
Wf8 13 Dd2 Hb4 14 Ha2h6 15 Re3 
“\d7 16 Wel b6 = Jukié-Shabalov, 
Geneva 1992. 

b) Chances for both sides arise 
after 10 Kel e4!? (White develops 
an initiative without any problems 
after the sluggish 10...b6?! 11 h3 a6 
12 e4 Ha7 13 e5 dxe5 14 Hxe5 Hae7 
15 2f4 Dbd7 16 Bxe7 Exe7 17 
&c7! + Sosonko-Ljubojevié, Reggio 
Emilia 1985) 11 Axe4 Hxe4 12 Rg5 
Wf8 13 Ad2 Be4 14 Rf4 g5 15 Re3 
&xb2 16 Bbl Hb4 © Razuvaev- 
Chiburdanidze, Tashkent 1980. 

c) Black has several ways to 
strive for a satisfactory game after 10 
Gd2, e.g. 10...Ag4!? (10...a6!? 11 
a4 4bd7 reaches A64, and 1 0...Aa6 
11 Ac4 “c7 transposes to variation 
D32; 10...b6 doesn’t look too bad 
either, and after the rough variation 
11 Dc4 Ra6 12 Wad Rxc4 13 Wxc4 
a6 14 a4 bS! 15 Wb3 b4 Almeida- 
Gonzalez, Barcelona tt 1993, Black 
has nothing to complain about in the 
result of the opening) 11 @de4 a6 12 
S25 £6 13 Rf4 De5 14 a4 “AFT 15 
Gd2 g5 16 Re3 Ad7 17 Ac4 AdeS5 


with an equal position; Kharitonov- 
Agzamov, Sevastopol 1986. 

d) On the other hand, 10 h3!? de- 
serves attention: 10...Ae4 11 Axe4 
Kxe4 12 225 We7 13 Ad2 He8 14 
1419 (after 14 Ae4, Black is able to 
execute a rabid exchange sacrifice: 
14...Bxe4! 15 2xe4 Q2xh3 16 Re2 
dxg2 17 @xg2 Rxb2 18 Bb1 2g7 
19 Wa4 Dd7 F G.Kuzmin-Tal, Riga 
IZ, 1979) 14...Ad7 15 Ac4 De5 16 
G\xe5 Sxe5 17 Rxe5 Hxe5 18 e4 
hd7 19 Wd2 + G.Kuzmin-Bouaziz, 
Riga IZ 1979. 

Returning to the position after 10 


14 (D): 
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10 ... G\a6 

Of course, this position can be 
reached by a different move order — 
)...4a6 10 S&f4 He8. In practice 
lack has also tried: 

i) 10...2¢4 11 Wb3 b6 12 h3 
kxf3 13 SLxf3 £8 14 a4 Abd7 15 
c4 £ Adorjan-Perenyi, Hungary tt 
1987. 

b) 10...b6 11 Ag5 (or 11 h3!?) 
11...2a6 12 Aged Dxe4 13 Axed 
his 14 Wd2 Dc7 15 Re5 Re7 = 
Sosonko-Andersson, Tilburg 1977. 
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c) 10...He4 11 Axe4 Bxe4 12 
G\d2 Exf4 (an interesting idea was 
used in Alburt-Peters, USA Ch 
1981: 12...4b4 13 a3 Exf4!? 14 pxf4 
S&xb2 15 Ha2 Re7 16 e4 Da6 17 
Eel b5 18 e5 &f5 with sufficient 
compensation; with a cunning ma- 
noeuvre Black caught his opponent’s 
rook occupying a passive position) 
13 gxf4 2xb2 14 Bbl Rg7 15 Df3 
(15 Ac4 b6) 15...0d7 with compen- 
sation; Dam-Norwood, Groningen 
1988. 

d) 10...Ah5 11 Bg5: 

d1) Blackhas areasonable game 
after 11...Wd7 12 a4 (12 e4 b5 13 
Eel b4 14 Da4 Da6 15 h3 Rb7 16 
a3 “£6 = Sosonko-Smyslov, Tilburg 
1977) 12...Aa6 13 Hel b6 14 e4 
GYb4 15 Rfl a6 16 Rxa6 Dxa6 17 
G\d2 h6 18 &e3 “c7 = Peicheva- 
Maus, Copenhagen 1990. 

d2) 11...Wbé6: 

d21) 12 Wd2 4a6!? (White’s po- 
sition is more active after 12...2\d7 
13 h3 a6 14 Hacl De5 15 94 Af6 16 
Gxe5 Exe5 17 b3 Rd7 18 hl BF8 
19 £4 Hee8 20 e4 Sosonko-Timman, 
Tilburg 1979, or 12...2¢4 13 Dh4! 
{13 h3 Sxf3 14 Rxf3 D6 15 e4 
Gbd7 16 $2.g2 a6 = Ligterink-Psak- 
his, Plovdiv 1983} 13...8c8?! 14 e4 
Gd7 15 Df3 a6 16 Hacl We5 17 
Gxe5 Axe5 18 £4 &d4+ 19 Ghl 
with an edge for White; Ligterink- 
Kudrin, Wijk aan Zee 1985) 13 h3 f6 
14 Se3 £5 15 Habl 2d7 16 Rh6 
Rh8 = I.Ivanov-Kapengut, USSR 
1977. 

d22) 12 Wcl1!? (possibly better 
than the line above) 12...2d7 (the 
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eternal choice of where to develop 
the knight, d7 or a6; this time it is 
better to decide in favour of d7 — 
12...0a6?! 13 S@h6 Bh8 14 Dd2! 
Qec7 15 £3 Af6 16 DAc4 Wa6 17 
Wf4, with a big advantage to White 
in Alburt-D.Gurevich, USA 1985) 
13 a4 (or 13 &h6 Bh8 14 h3 a6 15 
24 Ahf6 16 Ad2 Wc7 17 f4b5 18 
£5 2b7 19 e4 De5 ~ Alburt-Kudrin, 
Hastings 1983) 13...c4 14 Re3 Ac5 
15 @d2 Exe3! (the only move, for 
example 15...W/b4?! 16 &xc5! Wxc5 
17 Dce4) 16 fxe3 Wb4 17 Da2 Wxb2 
18 Dxc4 Wxal 19 Wa3 (19 Wxal 
Rxal 20 Bxal ®xa4) 19...Wxfl+ 
20 @xfl 2f8 21 e4 f6 Birnboim- 
Griinfeld, Munich Z 1987. I suspect 
that White’s chances could be better, 
but proving this will not be easy. 
11 Hel (D) 

White is promised little by 11 
Qb5 $.f8 12 Hel Dc7 13 Axc7 
Wxc7 14 Hcl a5! 15 b3 S2d7 = Kai- 
danov-Romanishin, Groningen PCA 
1993, or 11 Ad2 Ah5 12 Re3 Wc7 
13 a4 b6 14 Dc4 2a6 15 Wb3 Wd7 
and the position is balanced; Kape- 
lan-Davies, VrSac 1989. 

Interesting possibilities arise for 
both sides after 11 h3 @c7 12 a4 
&e4 (or 12...b6 13 Hel De4 14 
Gxe4 Hxe4 15 Ad2 Exf4 16 gxf4 
Wh4 17 e3 and in this unclear posi- 
tion the players agreed a draw in Fe- 
dorowicz-D.Gurevich, New York 
1988) 13 Axe4 Bxe4 14 Ad2 Hb4 
15 b3 bS!? (it is also difficult to as- 
sess the position after 15...Axf4!? 16 
exf4 &xal 17 Wxal Wh4 18 Wc3 
Wxf4 19 e3 Wh4 20 e4 WF4 21 b4! 


Savchenko-Romanishin, Simferopol 
1988) 16 Ha2 aS 17 Wcl 2a6 18 
Be4 De8 19 axb5 S2xb5 20 We2 c4 
and Black’s chances are definitely 
no worse; Razuvaev-Romanishin, 
Palma GMA 1989. 
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11 ... 24 

a) If 11...2c7 then 12 e4 MhS (or 
12...¢4 13 h3 Qxf3 14 2xf3 Wd7 
15 e5! {15 a4 h6 16 2g2 DAhS 17 
$.e3 b5 18 axb5 Axb5 19 Wa4 a6 = 
Barbero-Frias, Wijk aan Zee 1991} 
15...dxe5 16 Rxe5 Had8 17 Wb3! +) 
13 $225 £6 14 2d2 b5 15 h3 RB 16 
a3 a5 17 b4! Lahav-Griinfeld, Tel 
Aviv 1988, leads to a clear advantage 
for White. 

b) 11...Ah5 is also in White’s fa- 
vour; 12 &g5 Wd7 13 e4!? (or 13 
Wd2 b5 14 &h6 LhH8 15 DgS b4 16 
G\d1 @c7 17 a3 = Sosonko-Ligter- 
ink, Hilversum 1986) 13...b5 14 2f1 
G\c7 15 e5 dxe5 16 d6 b4 17 Da4 
G\e6 18 &c4 Scheeren-Ligterink, 
Hilversum 1984. 

c) 11...2e4 deserves a great deal 
of attention: 12 Axe4 Bxe4 13 Ad2 
Ed4 (13...Bxf4!?) 14 a3 Exf4 15 
gxf4 2xb2 16 Ha2 227 17 e4 b5 18 


cS $2f5 gave rise to interesting play 
in. Gleizerov-Moskalenko, Alushta 
1993. 
12 h3 

12 4\d2!? may promise more, but 
ifter 12 e47! Dd7! 13 Wb3 (13 Sxd6 
Wb6) 13...8xf3 14 2xf3 DeS 15 
s$e2 Hb8 Hausner-Razuvaev, Bun- 
desliga 1991, White is the only one 
who may face problems. 


TZ. ss Rxf3 

13 xf3 Wd7 

14 e4 Had8 
14...c4!9. 

15 dp2 c4 

16 Re3 “\b4 
16...b6!?. 

17 S&xa7 “\d3 

18 Ke2 b5 


with chances for both sides; Ador- 
jwn-Romanishin, Debrecen 1990. 


C) 9...a6 


10 a4 EHe8 (D) 
10...2@)bd7!? leads to A63. 


ZFC 
SG 
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11 2f4(D) 
A logical move; White impedes 
(he development of the knight to d7, 
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and, depending on the situation, can 
either increase the pressure on the d6 
pawn, or try to organize a break- 
through in the centre by advancing 
the e-pawn. We shall look at the pos- 
sible events after other continu- 
ations: 

a) 11 2g5h6 12 Rxf6 Rxf6 13 
G\d2 Dd7 14 Dce4 Re7 15 Dc4 
Gb6 16 Axb6 Wxb6 17 Wd2 Lh7 
was level in G.Kuzmin-Moldobaev, 
Frunze 1987. Exchanging the bishop 
limits White’s possibilities. 

b) 11 Wc2 We7 12 e4 Dbd7 13 
Rf4 Eb8 14 Bfel h6 15 h3 g5 16 
Rd2 DAF8 17 a5 Dg6 18 Da4 + 
G.Kuzmin-Aseev, Tashkent 1984. 

c) 11 h3 De4 12 Dxe4 (12 Ba3 
Gd7 13 @xe4 Bxe4 14 Ad2 He8 15 
&\c4 De5 = Hiibner-Tal, Montreal 
1979) 12...Bxe4 13 Ad2!? (or 13 
Se5 We7 {13...Wf8 14 DAd2 Bb4 
15 Ha2 @d7 16 b3 bS 17 axb5 Hxb5 
18 @c4 + G.Kuzmin-Sideif Zade, 
Tashkent 1980) 14 Wd2 Hb4 15 Ha2 
&\d7 16 b3 Hb8 17 a5 bS 18 axb6 
&xb6 19 Wc2 a5 = Sosonko-Galego, 
Novi Sad OL 1990) 13...b4 14 Ha2 
b5 15 axb5 @d7 16 Wc2 witha small 
advantage to White. 

d) 11 Bel He4 12 Axe4 Bxe4 13 
Wo2!7 (13 Rg5 We7 14 Ad2 Eb4 15 
G\e4 “\d7 = and immoderate opti- 
mism led White to failure in Iskov- 
Karlsson, Esbjerg 1981: 16 S&e7? 
Exe4! 17 Bxe4 f6 18 Rg2 DeS5) 
13...Be8 14 e4 Ad7 15 Ri4 We7 16 
Ead1 Hb8 17 b4 and White’s pres- 
sure is very unpleasant; Manor- 
Levitt, Tel Aviv 1989, 

11... Ged 
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By exchanging the knight, Black 
activates his rook and uncovers an 
attack on the b2-pawn, which is 
temporarily undefended. Others: 

a) 11...h6 and now: 

al) 12 Hel is not convincing: 
12...25 (12...&£5 is better for White: 
13 Wb3 De4 { 13...We7!2} 14 DAxe4 
Exe4 15 Wxb7 @d7 16 &xd6 Bb4 
17 Wce7! + Gulko-Zakharov, Mos- 
cow 1976) 13 &cl Abd7 14 We2 
Eb8 15 Hb1 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 b4 
cxb4! 18 Bxb4 WaS 19 Wb1 Ac5 
was unclear in Kharitonov-M1.Tseit- 
lin, Sochi 1981. 

a2) 12 Wel g5 13 &d2 Abd7 14 
h4 ¢4 15 Hel Gh7 16 Dc2 He5 17 
Ge3 EHb8 18 b4!? (18 bl b5 19 
axbS axb5 20 b4 = Gleizerov-Uly- 
bin, Kursk 1987, is also not that bad) 
18...b5 (18...cxb4 19 Wb1+) 19 axb5 
axb5 20 Wc2+ &g8 21 Hfbi with ad- 
vantage for White; P.Nikoli¢-Kin- 
dermann, Plovdiv 1983. 

b) 11...b6 12 Hel (12 Hcl Ha7 
13 Ad2 DhS 14 e3 £5 15 Dc4 Bb7 
co Vaulin-Kovalev, Katowice 1990) 
12...Ha7 13 e4 and Black does not 
succeed in equalizing after either 
13...h6 14 Wd2 Hae7 (14...25 15 


Rxd6! Wxd6 16 e5) 15 e5 + Kai- 
danov-Ashley, New York 1992, or 
13...Rae7 14 DAd2 Ag4 15 Dc4 Rd4 
16 Bfl De5 17 Axe5 Rxe5 18 Vg5 
f6 19 S&e3 + Kaidanov-Vazquez, 
Andorra 1991. 

c) 11...Wc7 12 Bc1 (12 Wel Rge4 
13 Hel Qxf3 14 Rxf3 Abd7 15 b3 
Hab8 16 Wa3 Ag4 = Hulak-Akes- 
son, Berlin 1988 does not create any 
problems for Black) 12...Abd7 13 
b4! “h5 14 Rd2 Hb8 15 Hel b5 16 
axb5 axb5 17 e4 and White pre- 
serves his traditional advantage; 
Manor-Ward, Oakham 1990. 

d) 11...8£5 12 Ah4 Rc8 13 Wd2 
We7 14 h3 WF8 15 g4 Dbd7 16 Af3 
Ge4 17 Dxe4 Bxe4 18 e3 Hb4 19 
Ha2 + Christiansen-Sax, Moscow IZ 
1982. 

e) 11...2g4 12 Wd2 2xf3 13 
Rxf3 We7 14 Efcl! Dbd7 15 b4 
Be5 16 &xe5 ExeS 17 bxc5 Wxc5 
18 Hab1 and again White’s position 
is Slightly better; Sosonko-Smejkal, 
Biel IZ 1976. 

f) 11...0h5!? 12 &2g5 £6 (Black’s 
chances for an attacking game di- 
minish after the dark-squared bishop 
is swapped; 12...82.f6 13 Rxf6 DAxf6 
14 Ad2 Abd7 15 a5 Hb8 16 h3 We7 
17 Wc2 h5 18 e3 t Dautov-Brauner, 
Baden-Baden 1990; White’s chances 
are also better after 12...Wb6 13 Wd2 
GN\d7 14 a5 We7 15 Hfcl Bb8 16 b4! 
b5 17 axb6 Wxb6 18 bxc5 Axc5 19 
Eab1 “b3 20 Wd1 + Hausner-Dam- 
ljanovié, Trnava 1982) 13 S2e3 £5 14 
Wd2 Ad7 15 Rg5 Wc7 16 Hfel 
G\df6 with equality; Parker-Levitt, 
Dublin 1991. 


12 xe4 
Or 12 Ka3 S&g4 13 h3 Rxf3 14 
£xf3 AF6 15 Wo2 We7 16 Dbl 
Q\bd7 17 b4 bS! = Kaminsky-Korch- 
noi, Sverdlovsk 1957. 
12. sss Exe4 
13 Dd2 Eb4 (D) 
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The premature standard exchange 
sacrifice 13...&xf4 14 gxf4 2xb2 15 
Ebl &g7 16 @c4 b5 17 axb5 axb5 
18 Bxb5 2a6 19 Ha5 gave White a 
big advantage in Hulak-Bonin, New 
York 1989. 

14 Ha2!? 

14 e4!? leads to an interesting 
yume: 14...B&xb2 (14...82xb2!?) 15 
§\c4 Bb4 16 Bcl Rd7 17 Dxd6 
hxa4 18 Wf£3 with initiative; Hof- 
mann-Izeta, Benasque 1993. 

14 &e4 also deserves attention: 
14...h6 15 Ha2! (more exact than 
15 2d2 Exb2 16 Wel Hxd2! 17 
Wxd2 £5 18 @c3 WaS5 19 Hacl b5 
with an excellent game for Black; 
Savon-Tal, USSR 1970) 15...82h3!? 
(Black is left with just his pawn 
weaknesses after 15...£5 16 Ac3 Wf6 
17 c4 Dd7 18 exf5 gxf5 19 Rd2 + 
Adorjan-Marin, Szirak IZ 1987) 16 
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S&xh3 Exe4 17 a5 We7 18 We2 
Adorjan-Armas, Bundesliga 1990, 
and now 18...8d4!? 19 &g2 b5 leads 
to an unclear game. 
14 ... We7 

The difficulties Black faces are 
well illustrated in the following vari- 
ation: 14...g5 (or 14...%xb2 15 Wc2 
R27 16 DAc4 Wi6 17 Axd6 Exf4 18 
Gxc8 “d7 19 BDe7+!? Wxe7 20 
gxf4 + Rechlis-Plaskett, Netanya 
1987) 15 Re3 £5 16 Af3 h6 17 Wel 
Wf6 18 h4! gxh4 (18...¢4 19 Ad2 +) 
19 Axh4 b5 20 axb5 Bxb5 21 Lh3 
with an advantage to White; Soson- 
ko-Hulak, Indonesia 1982. 


15 b3 ReS 
16 &xe5 Wxe5 
17 BDc4 We7 
18 e4 O\d7 
19 f4 “4\b6!? 


+ Gleizerov-V.Gurevich, Uzh- 
gorod 1988. 


D) 9...Aa6 (D) 


We shall now examine three possi- 
bilities in detail: 

D1) 10h3 

D2) 10 2f4 

D3) 10 @d2 

A better place than c4 will not be 
found for the knight, and with line 
D3 he will quickly make for there. It 
is a good plan, but naturally not the 
only one. Another good plan is 
linked with an attempted break- 
through in the centre, principally 
considered in D1 and D2. 

Let us briefly examine other pos- 
sibilities: 
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a) 10a4b6(10...4c7!? is not bad 
either; White’s position is more 
promising after 10...%e8 11 “@d2 
Qb4 {or 11...Ad7 12 h3 Ab4 13 
Gde4!? D6 14 Re5 RF5 15 g4 
Rxe4 16 Axe4 h6 17 Rxf6 Vxf6 18 
Gxf6+ Wxf6 19 Wd2 Baquero- 
Garcia, Medellin 1987} 12 @c4 b6 
13 RF4 V8 14 Wd2 Bad 15 b3 + 
Hulak-Norwood, Toronto 1989) 11 
Ri4 Ab4 12 Wd2 He8 13 2h6 Rh8 
14 295 Wd7 15 Hfel 2a6 = Chibur- 
danidze- Winants, Brussels tt 1987. 

b) 10e4 &2g4!? (after 10... e8 11 
G\d2 “c7 12.24 b6 13 Hel Ag4! 14 
23 De5 15 Axe5 Rxe5 16h4, asin 
the game Moskalenko-Ehlvest, Hel- 
sinki 1992, Black could have had a 
promising position by continuing 
16...£5!7 17 hS Wf6) 11 h3 Rxf3 12 
Sxf3 Ad7 13 Rg2 c4 14 Re3 Dac5 
with equality; Ghitescu-Ionescu, Ti- 
misoara 1987. 

c) 10 Hel He8 11 @d2!? (11 
S25 Wb6 12 Wc2 Ab4 13 Wd2 d7 
is equal; Chernin-Lautier, Wijk aan 
Zee 1991) 11...Ac7 (11...0d7!7) 12 
ac4 Ag4 (it is difficult to recom- 
mend 12...b5?! because of 13 @xd6! 
Wxd6 14 2f£4 Wb6 15 d6 De6 16 


Rxa8 Axf4 17 gxf4 Bd8 18 e3 Bxd6 
19 We2 with advantage; Anti¢-Bar- 
lov, Yugoslav Ch 1991) 13 Rf4 De5 
14 Sxe5 Rxe5 15 DAxe5 Exe5 16 e4. 
White’s position is somewhat prefer- 
able. 


D1) 10h3(D) 

A useful move, restricting Black’s 
knight and bishop, and preparing to 
advance the e-pawn. 
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10 ... EKe8 (D) 

Temporarily hindering the oppo- 
sition’s plans. Also possible: 

a) 10...2d7 and now: 

al) Complex variations arise af- 
ter 11 e4 He8 (11... Wc8 is imprecise: 
12 Rf4! {12 Sh2 He8 13 Hel c4 14 
e5 dxe5 15 Axe5 R5 =) 12...2xh3 
13 Rxd6 S&xg2 14 Sxg? He8 15 
Eel Wd7 16 e5 De4 17 Ded Had8 
18 Hcl b6 19 e6! with a big advan- 
tage; Alburt-D.Gurevich, USA Ch 
1989) 12 Hel b5 13 e5 dxe5 14 Bxe5 
(or 14 @xe5 b4 15 Ab1 Ah5 16 Ac6 
Rxc6 17 dxc6 2d4 18 Bxe8+ Wxe8, 
with the initiative to Black; Birn- 
boim-Blees, Tel Aviv 1988) 14...64 
15 De2 De4 16 Exe8+ Wxe8 17 


“\t4 Hd8 18 a3! £ Urban-Panczyk, 
Poland 1992. 

a2) 11 f4 also gives good 
chances for an advantage: 11...He8 
12 Ad2 (12 &xd6 Rxh3) 12...2f8 
(12...Ah5 13 S2xd6 2xh3 14 Bxh3 
Wxd6 15 Ac4 Wd8 16 Wb3 Weg5 17 
&Rg2 Db4, Kozlov-Agrest, USSR 
1988, is interesting) 13 e4b5 14 Hel 
c4 15 a4! Dc5 16 axb5 “Ad3 17 
4)xc4! 4xel 18 Wxel Wc7 19 Wfl 
)h5 20 &e3, with plenty of com- 
pensation for the exchange; Korch- 
noi-Honfi, Baden-Baden 1981. 

a3) 11 a4!? @b4 (11...2e8!? 12 
Hcl is examined in the notes to 
10...%e8) 12 Ad2 Ae8 13 Ac4 We7 
14 e4 Bd8 15 Hel b6 16 S24 25 17 
he3 h6 18 Wd2 + Birnboim-Gal- 
lugher, Tel Aviv 1988. 

b) 10..2b8 11e4 He8 12 Hel b5 
(more precise than 12...c4 13 e5! 
dxe5 14 @xe5 Ab4 15 a3 Exe5 16 
Exe5 “@d3 17 He2 b5 18 &e3 + 
Schtissler-Shirazi, New York 1986) 
13 e5 b4! 14 Dad Ad7 15 exd6 
Exel+ 16 Wxel 2b7 17 Wdl De5 
18 2£4 Wxd6 19 We2 He8 with a 
double-edged game; Sosonko-Sy- 
gulski, Rotterdam tt 1987. 

c) 10...2c7 allows White to de- 
velop a Steady initiative: 

cl) 11 .a4 b6 12 e4 Dd7 13 f4 
We7 14 Hel f6 15 Wd2 2a6 16 h4 
G\e5 17 @xe5 fxe5 18 g5 £6 19 
Re3 2c8 20 Dbl! followed by 
(ransferring the knight to c4; Goldin- 
13 jcrring, Cappelle la Grande 1992. 

c2) 11 e4 @d7 (or 11...b5 12 e5! 
G\(e8 13 2£4 2b7 14.exd6 Dxd6 15 
G\e5 He8 16 Dc6 Wd7 17 Hcl 2a6 
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18 b4!c4 19 &xd6 Wxd6 20 De4 + 
Stern-Barlov, Baden-Baden 1991) 
12 S2f4 (in the classic encounter 
Korchnoi-Tal, Erevan 1962, White 
was successful by another means: 12 
Hel De8 13 S25 2f6 14 2e3 Hb8 
15 a4 a6 16 2f1 We7 17 Ad2 Dc7 
18 £4 bS 19 e5! dxe5 20 Ade4 +) 
12...We7 13 Hel £6 14 a4 (14 Dh2 
Eb8 15 e3 bS 16 £4 b4 17 Da4 
Gb5 18 Hcl + Korchnoi-Tringov, 
Lucerne OL 1982, is not bad either) 
14...De5 15 Dxe5 fxe5 16 Le3 b6 
17 Ebl “a6 18 Da2 Rd7 19 Rfl 
G\c7 20 b4 with advantage to White; 
Razuvaev-Romero, Palma 1991. 
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11 Hel 

11 2f4 is examined inthenotesto 
the variation 9...%e8 10 2f4 a6 11 
h3. 

It is possible to transfer the knight 
to c4 right now, but it seems to me 
that including the moves 10 h3 Xe8 
then works to Black’s advantage, for 
example 11 4)d2!? “c7 and now: 

a) After 12 4c4?! Black can ex- 
ploit the position of the pawn on h3: 
12....b5! 13 Dxd6 Wxd6 14 2F4 
Wb6! (14...d7? 15 d6) 15 d6 Deb 
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16 Rxa8 Axf4 17 gxf4 Rxh3 18 
Rf3 Rxfl 19 Sxfl Bd8 with an ad- 
vantage to Black, Kaidanov-Foisor, 
Moscow 1987. 

b) 12 a4 b6 13 Hel We7!? (or 
13...82a6 14 e4 Dd7 15 DF3! DeS 
16 @xe5 RxeS5 17 Re3 Rg7 18 
Wd2 + Goldin-Emms, Cappelle la 
Grande 1992) 14 Wc2 (White has 
nothing realistic after 14 Hb1 2a6 
15 Dde4 Ad7 16 Rg5 f6 17 RE4 
G\e5 = Razuvaev-Wedberg, Reyk- 
javik 1990, or 14 Dc4 Sa6 15 Da3 
Rb7 16 Hbl Habs 17 Rf4 AhS, as 
in the game Ivanov-Emms, Gausdal 
1993) 14...2a6 15 Hdl (but not 15 
e4? Dfxd5!) 15...ad7 = Razuvaev- 
Stempin, Paris 1990. 

11 ... Rd7 

Black cannot obtain equality af- 
ter the automatic 11...0e4 12 Axe4 
Exe4 13 Ad? (his problems are sim- 
pler after 13 2g5 Wf8 14 Wel 
Eb4!? 15 b3 He4 16 Ad2 {16 Hbl 
Rf5} 16...Be8 17 De4 £5 18 Dc3 
Sd7 = Alburt-Wedberg, New York 
1988) 13...Be8 14.04 Ab4 (14...4c7!? 
15 Dc4 1-12 Razuvaev-Suba, Mos- 
cow 1986) 15 Ac4 b6 16 Rf4 RF8 
17 Wb3 2a6 18 Rd2 Re7 19 e3 + 
Csom-D.Gurevich, Beersheba 1986. 


12 a4 “\e4 
13 “xe4 Exe4 
14 @d2 kb4 
15 Ha2 b5!? 
16 axb5 “Nc7 
17 b3 &)xb5 
18 2b2 Rxb2 


19 Hxb2 a5 
with equality; Razuvaev-Lautier, 
Sochi 1989. 


D2) 10 2f4 GNe7 
After 10...&e8 the most precise reply 
is probably 11 Hel!?, which is con- 
sidered under 9...He8, whilst after 
11 Hcl Black’s chances to equalize 
aren’t too bad: 11...Ah5 12 S2¢5 Wd7 
13 a3 b5 14 b4 2b7! = Urban-Chv- 
chelov, Cappelle la Grande 1993. 

11 ad 

Or 11 e4 Rg4 12 Wd2 Rxf3 13 

Rxf3 DAfe8 14 a3 Wd7 15 Habl a5!? 
with equality; Vanheste-Ligterink, 
Hilversum 1990. 

11... e8 (D) 


rpaWixver 
Bam ab 
Y q G Yy 
2 ae 
Ag 0 @& @ 
a) nhs 


11...b6?! is too sluggish: 12 e4 
$2.24 (12... Ah5 13 2g5 £6 14 Re3 £5 
15 2g5! Rf6 16 Kh6 He8 17 exf5 
Rxf5 18 h3 +) 13 h3 Rxf3 14 Rxf3 
G\fe8 15 Wd2 a6 16 Rg2 Bb8 17 
$25! + Dautov-Griinberg, Bad Lau- 
terberg 1991. 

12 “d2 

Dautov’s recommends 12 Hel!? 
Ge4 13 Dxe4 Exe4 14 Ha? Eb4 15 
b3. This line, which gives White an 
edge, deserves attention. 


12: 3: “Nh5 
13 Re3 b6 
14 cl 


Only White will have problems 
after 14 Ac4 Ra6 15 Wa3 Wd7 16 
Wc2 He7 17 Hfel Hae8 18 RF3 Af 
19 2f4 h6, Birnboim-Suba, Beer 
Sheva 1986. 

14 ... Exe3!? 

The exchange sacrifice is very 
(empting, all the more so as the alter- 
native 14...2a6 15 Hel £5 16 ®fl 
W617 Wd2 b5 18 b4! c4 19 a5 gives 
White a good game; DraSko-Marin, 
‘Tallinn 1989. 

15 fxe3 Kh6 
Black has enough compensation. 


D3) 10 DAd2 “\e7 
Now the knight can continue its tour 
toc4 immediately, while a judicious 
ilternative is 11 a4, guaranteeing the 
knight a place on c4. Thus we have 
the following split: 

D31) 11 a4 

D32) 11 Bc4 


1031) 11 a4 
‘The game might develop in the fol- 
lowing fashion: 
je ee b6 (D) 
11...Be8 12 Ac4 a6 13 RE4 VFB 
14 a5 + is too passive. 
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12 Xbl 

Probably the most promising 
move — White removes the rook 
from the g7 bishop’s sphere of influ- 
ence, and so he will always have the 
possibility of supporting the knight 
on c4 with a pawn. Others: 

a) Black is fine after 12 ®c4?! 
Ra6 13 Wb3 Wd7!? (13...2xc4 is 
also quite sufficient: 14 Wxc4 a6 15 
e4 (15 Ebl @d7 16 b4 bS5 17 axb5 
axb5 18 Wd3 c4 19 Wce2 Ab6 F} 
15...Bb8 {or 15...0d7 16 We2 Hb8 
17 &£4 De5 18 Habl b5 19 axb5 
axb5 20 b4 c4 | Van Parreren- 
Gheorghiu, Brocco 1991} 16 f4 b5 
and Black seized the initiative in 
Schmidt-T.Horvath, Budapest 1993) 
14 &f£4 Dh5 15 Sd2 £5 and Black 
had a brilliant position in Borges- 
Vera, Matanzas 1992. 

b) 12 h3 is just as inoffensive: 
12...$2a6 13 Hel Ad7 (13...Be8 14 
G\de4 “xe4 15 Dxe4 Wd7 16 2g5!? 
Exe4 17 Rxe4 Rxb2 18 Ha2 Rc3 
19 2d2 S&d4 with compensation; 
Dao Thien Hai-Ionescu, Novi Sad 
OL 1990) 14 Hbl f5 15 £4 He8 16 
&\f3 £6 and Black’s position is 
again more promising; Saeed-Ghe- 
orghiu, Novi Sad OL 1990. 

12 ... Ke8 

Black does not manage to equal- 
ize after 12...Ad7 13 Wc2 Ra6 14 
b4 cxb4 15 Bxb4 @c5 16 2b2 We7 
17 Df3 2b7 18 Hdl + Psakhis- 
Gheorghiu, Novi Sad OL 1990, or 
12...Afe8 13 Wce2 Da6 14 Da2 Rd7 
15 Dc4 b5 16 axb5 Rxb5 17 Rd2 
Ec8 18 b3 Af6 19 Hfel £ P.Nikoli¢- 
Nogueiras, Havana (3) 1987, but 
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12...Ag4!7 deserves attention, for 
example 13 h3 Dh6 14 Dde4 He8 
15 2£4 £6 16 Wel DF7 17 Bd2 h6 
18 £4 £5 19 @f2 Sa6 = Gutman- 
Brunner, Bad Worishofen 1989. 

13 Hel 

Alburt used an interesting idea: 
13 b4!? cxb4 14 Exb4 2b7 15 Db3 
Ec8 16 Eh4! h5 17 Sg5, thereby 
gaining an advantage, in Alburt-Sax, 
Hastings 1983. 

13. ds a6 

In Brenninkmeijer-Blees, Dutch 
Ch 1990, the many steps of the 
knight’s dance turned out only to 
give White the upper hand: 13...ag4 
14 h3 De5 15 £4 Ad7 16 Ac4 Af6 
17 Sd2 $2a6 18 b3 +. 

At the same time Black has 
achieved good results after 13...\We7, 
for example 14 h3 &a6 15 Wc2 (or 
15 Dde4 Dxe4 16 Axed £5 17 Bg5 
Wf8 = Davies-Suba, London 1989) 
15...2b7! (15...c4?! is significantly 
weaker: 16 Hdl Hac8 17 e4 @d7 18 
Ga?! De5 19 Ab4 2b7 20 f4 with a 
clear advantage to White; Hulak-Io- 
nescu, Kastel Stari 1988) 16 Wb3 
Hab8 = Ionescu. 

14 b4 

After 14 b3 b5 (14...Ag4 15 2b2 
We7 16 Afl De5 = Dzhandzhgava- 
Khalifman, Simferopol 1988, is not 
a bad alternative) 15 axb5 Axb5 16 
S.b2 Ag4 17 Axb5 Bxb2 18 Hxb2 
Wf6 19 Rf3 Sxb5 (19...Wxb2 20 
&\c4!) 20 Ha2 h5 Black has no prob- 
lems; Griin-D.Gurevich, Belgrade 
1988. 

14 ... cxb4 
15 Exb4 G\d7 


16 Abs Ac5 
16...8xb5?! 17 axb5 @c5 18 
$.b2 a5 19 bxa6 “7xa6 20 Eb5 Wd7 
21 Exb6 Da4 22 Hxd6! Wxd6 23 
&xg7 &xg7 24 Wxa4 and Black 
faced a tough defence in Griin-Io- 
nescu, Berlin 1988. 
17 &b2 
18 Hxb2 


2xb2 
Wd7 = 
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PL. x. Afe8 (D) 

Of course one doesn’t really want 
to remove the knight from the centre, 
but on the other hand the d6 pawn is 
now reliably defended and the way is 
open for the f-pawn. This is what 
else has happened in practice: 

a) 11...He8 12 2f4 2f8. Now 13 
a4 guarantees White a stable advan- 
tage and hinders Black’s activity, 
which may arise after 13 e4?! b5 14 
&xd6? 2xd6 15e5 Rxe5 16d6 Hb8 
17 &c6 &d7 18 &xe5 Hxe5 19 dxc7 
Wxc7 20 2xd7 Wxd7; Verat-Csom, 
Budapest tt 1987. 

b) 11...b6 12 Axd6! Wxd6 (the 
lesser of two evils, as White has a big 
advantage after 12...$2a6?! 13 Wa4! 


Wxd6 14 £4 Wd7 15 Wxd7 Dxd7 
16 &xc7 Hac8 17 d6 + Scherbakov- 
Nun, Pardubice 1992) 13 £4 Wd7 
14 d6 De6 15 Rxa8 Axf4 16 gxf4 
We4+ 17 &g2 and now, rather than 
17...82b77! 18 04 Wxf4 19 WF3! Wes 
(19...Wxd6 20 e5!) 20 Weg3 +-, 
Black should continue 17...Wxf4!7, 
when White’s chances are better, 
but Black is not deprived of counter- 
play. 
c) 11...B%b8 12 Rf4 Ace8 13 a4 
Qh5 14 Rd2 f5 15 Hel f4 16 Rf3 
fxg3 17 hxg3 b6 18 He4 + Gleiz- 
erov-Czerniak, Wisla 1992. 

d) 11...Ah5 12 a4 b6 (or 12...£5 
13 Rf3 Df6 {13...f4 is too optimis- 
tic: 14 Ded! fxg3 15 hxg3 &h3 16 
Hel De8 17 Ag5 was promising for 
White in Sosonko-Blees, Nether- 
lands tt 1993} 14 S2£4 with unpleas- 
ant pressure) 13 &d2 a6 14 b3 £5 
15 We2. 

e) 11...b5 (a move which was for 
many years considered to be a mis- 
(ake, although it is not that simple) 
12 Dxd6! Wxd6 13 Sf4 Wd7 (bet- 
(er than retreating the queen to b6, 
for example 13...Wb6 14 d6 Deb 
( 14...Rd8 15 dxc7! Exd1 16 Bfxd1 
Sb7 17 S&xb7 Wxb7 18 Hd8+ He8 
19 Kad1 s2d4 20 Hb8 Wc6 21 Ad5 
+— is terrible} 15 &xa8 Axf4 16 
gxf4 2h3 17 Rg2 Kxg2 18 Sxg2 
Ed8 19 e3 +) 14 d6 De6 15 Rxa8 
Axf4 16 gxf4 Wet (16...b4 17 
Be4 Zxe4 18 Rxe4 We4+ 19 292 
$.b7 20 e4 Wxf4 21 Wel We4 22 
h3 Wh5 23 a3! + PNikolié-Pliester, 
Lugano 1986) 17 &g2 Wxf4!? (a 
better chance than 17...2b7 18 e4 
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Wxf4 19 Wf3 We5 20 Wg3 +) 18 
Wel Wxd6 19 Axb5 We5 20 We3 
(20 4c3!?) 20...Wxe2 21 Axa7 
$.e6 22 Wxc5 @d7! gave Black rea- 
sonable chances for a draw in Uly- 
bin-Tunik, Russian Cht 1992. 
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12 a4 

12 a3?! is too passive after 12...b6 
13 Wce2 Ra6 14 Da2 (14 Ad1!7) 
14...2xc4 15 Wxc4 b5 16 We2 a5! F 
Djurié-Suba, New York 1987. 

Wild complications follow 12 
S.£4 bS 13 DaS b4 14 Ded Rxb2 15 
G\c6 Wd7 16 Hbl &g7 17 Axc5! 
dxc5 18 d6 De6 19 De7+ Lh8 20 
&.c6 (20 &xa8 is no less interesting: 
20...Axf4 21 Axc8 Wxc8 22 2f3 
Gh3+ 23 Sg2 D6 24 d7 Dxd7 25 
@xh3 De5+ with compensation) 
20...Wd8 21 2xa8 Axf4 22 gxf4 
Sh3 23 Sg2 Rxeg2 24 Sxe2 Axd6 
with an unclear position; Alburt- 
D.Gurevich, New York 1986. 

12 .. b6 
13 We2 

This is not the only move: 

a) In Youngworth-Shamkovich, 
Lone Pine 1978, Black quickly 
seized the initiative after 13 Wb3 
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$2.a6 14 Db5?7! Wd7 15 2f4 Dxb5 
16 axb5 Wxb5 17 Wxb5 &xb5 18 
&xd6 S.xe2 19 fel Axd6 20 S2xd6 
Efe8 21 &c7 RbS! F. 

b) Black’s problems are consid- 
erably more difficult after 13 2d2!? 
(D), for example: 
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bl) 13...2b8 14 Wel (the line 14 
“\b5 @xb5 15 axb5 “c7 16 Bxa7 
G\xb5 17 Ha2 Wc7 is equal; Tal- 
Mnatsakanian, Moscow tt 1959) 
14...2a6 15 b3 Wd7 usually leads to 
a transposition to 13...Wd7. 

b2) 13...Wd7 14 Wcl 2a6 15 b3 
Of6 (15...Bb8 16 Ha2 Sc8 17 £4 
a6 18 Hdl f£5 19 e4 = Kuligowski- 
Shamkovich, New York 1981) 16 h3 
EHab8 17 Hel with a small advan- 
tage; Lahav-Blees, Tel Aviv 1988. 

c) Ithas become very popular to 
employ 13 Wd2!?, introduced into 
tournament practice by Sosonko. 
One may continue 13...b8 (or 
13...£5 14 b3 Wd7 15 2b2 2b7 16 
EKabl Af6 17 Ral a6 18 Hfdl 
“\g4 19 e3 De5 ~ Arkell-Quinn, 
British Ch 1992) 14 Hbl S2a6 (the 
move 14...d7 is more passive: 15 
b3 a6 16 Ded! RF5 17 De3 Rxe4 18 


S2.xe4 b5 19 &b2 DF6 20 Bg2 Wd7 
21 b4! £ L.Hansen-Sax, Polanica 
Zdroj 1993) 15 b3 Wd7 (the prema- 
turely active 15...b5?! 16 aS Wd7 
17 Dc6 Hb7 18 axb5 Axb5 19 Axb5 
Exb5 20 Wa2 Hb6 Sosonko-Lau- 
tier, European Club Cup 1991, can 
lead Black into difficulties after 21 
b4!) 16 $2b2 £5 with chances for both 
sides. 
NS iss f5(D) 

White has transferred the knight 
to a strong position and is more ac- 
tive. It is not easy for Black to equal- 
ize, no matter what he plays at this 
point: 

a) 13...2a6 14 b3 £5 15 2b2 DF6 
(15...Wd7 16 Bfel f4 17 De4! Hd8 
18 Had1 &xb2 19 Wxb2 We7 20 
Wel £ Hulak-Damljanovié, Bel- 
grade GMA 1988) 16 Hfel Wd7 17 
e4 fxe4 18 Axed Axed 19 Rxed4 
§.xb2 20 Wxb2 with a small advan- 
tage; Galliamova-Psakhis, Gronin- 
gen 1993. 

b) 13...0a6 14 b3 Ab4 15 Wd2 
a6 16 &b2 Bb8 17 Da2! Rxb2 18 
Wxb2 @xa2 19 Exa2 2d7 20 Hel! 
f5 is Adorjan-Speelman, Lucerne 
1989, and after 21 e4! White’s posi- 
tion 1s the more active. 

c) 13...Bb8 14 2£4 (14 b1 2d7 
15 b3 a6 16 HWe4 RF5 17 De3 SMxe4 
18 Sxe4 b5 = L.Hansen-Sax, Po- 
lanica Zdroj 1993) 14...We7 15 Bfel 
a6 16 Wd2 b5 17 Da5 S2d7 18 axb5 
axb5 19 “c6 &xc6 20 dxc6 b4 21 
&\d5 and White is again better; Glei- 
zerov-Budnikov, Voronezh 1988. 

d) 13...We7!? 14 b3 (or 14 e4!7) 
14...2f5!7 15 e4 Rxe4d 16 Rxe4 


Suxc3 17 Wxc3 Wxe4 18 2h6 Axd5 
19 Wb2 WFf3 20 Hfd1 Adf6 léd to 
complications in the game Saeed- 
Agdestein, Taxco IZ 1985. 
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14 Rd2 
Black equalizes without problems 
after 14 Eb1 2a6 15 a2 (15 b3 b5 
16 axb5 @xb5 17 Axb5 Rxb5 is 
also equal) 15...Wd7 16 Hdl &xc4! 
17 Wxc4 a6 = Dra&ko-Suba, New 
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York 1988, and it is no wonder, as 
the white knight has chosen too 
passive a role. Nor did Black expe- 
rience any difficulties in Arkell- 
Suba, London 1991: 14 e3 Rb7 15 
Ed1 ®f6 16 Xb1 Ph8 17 b3 Wad7 18 
$.b2 Had8 19 Hd2 WF7 =. 


14 ... Rb7 
15 Hadl Wd7 
16 2f4 Hd8 
17 Hfel W7 
18 Wd2 Rab 
19 b3 Rb7 
20 ®bi1!? Rd4 
21 e3 2.27 
22 h4 


White has an edge; Scherbakov- 
Emms, Hastings Challengers 1993. 
Given the permanent weakness on 
d6, it is difficult for Black to activate 
his pieces, and White can slowly in- 
crease the pressure. 


4 Fianchetto with ...Abd7: 
Introduction (A63) 


1d4 Af6 2 c4 c5 3. d5 e6 4 Ac3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 


6 A*Af3 26 
7 g3 Rpg] 
8 Zg2 0-0 
9 0-0 a6 


In the overwhelming majority of 
cases, Blackcombines ...@bd7 with 
the moves 9...a6 10 a4, but occasion- 
ally he tries to make do without 
them, viz. 9...Abd7 (D) and now: 
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a) Black has no problems after 10 
h3 a6 11 Rf4 We7 12 e4 DhS 13 
S25 2f6 14 2h6 Dg7 (14...Be8!7) 
15 Hel b5 = Vaganian-Sax, Rotter- 
dam 1989. 

b) In the event of 10 a4 it is best 
for him to settle on the fundamental 
variation 10...a6, as White will easily 
achieve a small plus after 10...0e8 
11 S&g5 (11 e4 DeS5 12 AxeS5 Rxe5 


me 


13 2h6 DAg7 14 Wd2 b6 15 Shi 
&a6 16 Hfel He8 = Sliwa-Spassky, 
Gothenburg IZ 1955) 11...f6 12 £4 
We7 13 Kel b6 14 h4 De5 15 Axe5 
fxe5 16 2g5 + Kuligowski-Spassky, 
Bundesliga 1987. 

c) 10 &£4 is played quite often, 
but Black usually manages to equal- 
ize: 10...We7 (10...Ae8 is not bad 
either: 11 Wd2 a6 12 Habl { 12 a4!7) 
12...b5 13 b4 cxb4 14 Exb4 Ab6 15 
4)d4 Gc4 = P.Nikoli¢-Shamkovich, 
Esbjerg 1982) and now: 

cl) 11 Wce2 a6 12 e4 Dg4 13 
Ead1 b5 (13...Ade5!? is equal) 14 
25 Bénsch-T.Horvath, Lvov 1984, 
and now 14...%f6!2 would have 
equalized. 

c2) 11h3 leads to a similar result: 
11...h6 12 Hel 95 13 &d2 Db6!? 14 
e4 Dc4 15 Bcl Ad7 16 Rl Ace5 = 
Poluliakhov-Ruban, Anapa 1991. 

c3) Black also has no cause for 
complaint at the outcome of the 
opening after 11 e4 Agé4 (11...a6 
12 Hel Ag4 13 RgS We8 14 e5!? 
Gdxe5!7 15 Axe5 Axe5 16 f4 Ag! 
17 BHxe8 EHxe8 18 We2 De3 with 
wild complications in Ligterink- 
Nunn, Marbella Z 1982) 12 Wd2 
Gge5 13 Rh6 Axf3+ 14 Rxf3 DeS 
with equality; Christiansen-Nunn, 
Hastings 1979. 
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c4) 11 Kbl Ag4 12 Wd2 Ade5 
13 b4 b6 14 DxeS5 DAxeS 15 Rh6 
S&xh6 16 Wxh6 £5 = P.Nikolié-Sax, 
Niksié 1983. 

d) 10 @d2 and now Black should 
place his rook on the e-file since it 
is not easy to equalize by other meth- 
ods: 

d1) 10...0h5 11 @c4 (11 Ade4 
&df6 12 Re5 h6 13 Axf6+ Axf6 14 
$ud2 He8 15 h3 R£5 16 Wel h5 = 
Dyuri¢é-de Firmian, New York 1986, 
is inoffensive) 11...0e5 12 AxeS 
Rxe5 13 Rh6 He8 14 Wd2 Hb8 15 
a4 a6 16 abl b5 17 axbS axbS 18 b4 
+ Akopian-de Firmian, Moscow 
GMA 1990. 

d2) White also has the initiative 
after 10...\We7 11 a4 (or 11 Hel “eB 
12e3 Ac7 13 a4 Dab 14 £4 Ab4 15 
&\c4 “\b6 = Korchnoi-Kaplan, Hast- 
ings 1975; Black also has quite a 
decent position after 11 h3 b6 
{11...0h5!2 12 @h2 £5 13 £4 Ddf6 
=} 12 a4 2a6 13 Hel De8 14 AbS 
$.xb5 15 axb5 Ac7 16 Wb3 DAfF6 17 
G\b1 Kfb8 18 Ac3 a6 = Donner- 
T.Petrosian, Gothenburg Z 1955) 
11...Ah5 (11...a6!? leads to the line 
with 9...a6) 12 e4 De5 13 We2f5 14 
£4 Ded 15 Dc4 fxe4 16 Axe4 d4+ 
17 @h1 with a small advantage for 
White; Hort-Nunn, Hastings 1975. 

d3) 10...2e8 11 h3 (everything is 
in order for Black after 11 @c4 Ab6 
12 Axb6 Wxb6 13 We2 2d7 14 Bbl 
We7 15 a4 a6 16 Rd2 Hac8 = 
Goldin-Romanishin, USSR 1986, 
and after 11 a4 Black is perhaps bet- 
ter reacting with the standard 11...a6, 
as 11...0e5 leads to a game which 


favours White, for example 12 h3 
257! 13 Ade4! Axe4 14 Axe4 h6 
15 £4 gxf4 16 gxf4 Dg6 17 f5 + 
Uhlmann-Larsen, Beverwijk 1961) 
11...Ah5 (11...0b6 12 a4 2d7 13 a5 
Gc8 14 “c4 We7 15 e4 b5 16 axb6 
&\xb6 17 “a3 + Capablanca-Mar- 
shall, New York 1927) 12 @de4 
Gdf6 13 g4 Dxe4 14 Dxe4 f5!7 15 
G\xd6 Wxd6 16 gxh5 f4 17 hxg6 
hxg6 with chances for both sides; 
Akopian-Shabalov, Minsk 1990. 
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In this position, which is critical 
for the 7 g3 variation, White has a 
wide choice of continuations which 
allow him to aspire (not always suc- 
cessfully) to gaining an advantage 
out of the opening. He must try to 
play on the queenside, where Black 
has weaknesses after 9...a6. He must 
create pressure on the d6 pawn 
which he can attack with the knight 
on c4 and the bishop on f4, and play 
in the centre of the board, where he 
already has a pawn more, but in none 
of these plans does Black remain an 
extra, and he can expect an active 
game. 
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The main lines here are: 
A) 11e4 

B) 11 Ad2 

C) 11 Rf4 


Here are the less popular alterna- 
tives: 

a) 11 Wco2 Bb8 12 a5 bS 13 axb6 
&xb6 14 Ad2 Afd7 15 Ab3 Ac4! 
16 De4 BHb4 = Rohde-D.Gurevich, 
New York 1985. 

b) 11 Ha2 Ag4!? 12 h3 DgeS 13 
Gd2 £5 14 £4 D7 15 Ac4 Abo 16 
&\xb6 Wxb6 17 a5 Wc7 with equal- 
ity; Kharitonov-Psakhis, Sevastopol 
1986. 

c) 11 Hel Hb8 (or 11...We7 12 
G\d2 Eb8 13 a5 b5 14 axb6 Axb6 15 
EKa2 Afd7 16 We2 c4 = Alburt-Hjar- 
tarson, Philadelphia 1986) 12 2f1!? 
(Black has no problems after 12 2f4 
Ge8 13 e4 b5 14 axb5 axb5 15 e5 
dxe5 16 Axe5 Axe5 17 Rxe5 Rxe5 
18 Hxe5 Ad6 = Csom-Pinter, Hun- 
garian Ch 1981, or in the event of 
12 a5 b5 13 axb6 Bxb6 14 Rfl He8 
15 @d2 Eb4 Kouatly-Lautier, Mar- 
seilles 1988) 12...Ag4 13 Ad2 b5 
(13...£5 looks quite tempting: 14 h3 
G\xf2!7 15 Sxf2 £4 16 Af3 fxg3+ 17 
x23 DeS5 with a massive initiative 
for the sacrificed piece) 14 axb5 
axb5 15 e3! b4 16 Ab5 Adf6 17 h3 
Ligterink-Szalanczy, European Club 
Cup 1987, and the game is promis- 
ing for White, but complicated af- 
ter 17...0e5!? 18 £4 Ded7 19 e4 
(Ligterink). 

d) 11 &bl He8 (in Korchnoi- 
Kapengut, USSR 1969, Black also 
equalized after 11...&b8 12 Hel {12 


b4!7} 12...Wc7 13 2d2 Aga! 14 
We2 c4 15 b4 cxb3 16 Wxb3 Ac5 =) 
12 b4 We7 (12...Ag4 13 Wb3 cxb4 
14 Wxb4 @Ac5 15 Rg5 Rxc3 16 
Wxc3 Ded 17 Wel Axgs 18 Wxe5 
Wxe5 19 Axg5 Exe2 20 Bbé6 will 
not gladden Black, despite the extra 
pawn; Alburt-Sigurjonsson, Reyk- 
javik 1984) 13 2d2 Ab6 14 Dgs 
R£5 15 bxc5 Wxc5 16 Hcl Ac4 with 
an unclear game; P.Nikoli¢-Velimi- 
rovic, Yugoslav Ch 1983. 

e) 11 h3 (D) often transposes to 
other lines: 


KX 2W Ze 
ZV. 2 
ae A kh 
rn a 
BT 4 
i MA OR 


> 
WMA om 
a owes 


el) 11...8b8 doesn’t look bad, 
for example 12 &f4 (12 a5 b5 13 
axb6 “xb6 14 @d2 He8 leads us to 
A64) 12...0e8 (12...We7!? will be 
examined under 11 2f4 We7) 13 
Wd2!?2 bS 14 axb5 axb5 15 Ae4 Wb6 
(15...Adf6 16 Axc5! Ac7 17 Ad3) 
16 Efel b4 17 We2 Kaidanov-Er- 
menkov, Calcutta 1988, and now 
17...8a6 ~ deserves attention — Kai- 
danov. 

e2) White did not succeed in 
obtaining an advantage in Khalif- 
man-Arnason, Groningen 1990 after 
11...h6 12 Bb1 Wc7 13 Rf4 He8 14 
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Weo2 Hb8 15 Bfcl b5 16 axb5 axb5 
17 b4 cxb4 18 Bxb4 DhS, with mu- 
tual chances. 

e3) 11...Be8 12 Hel (12 Ad2 
leads to A64) 12...He4 13 Dxe4 
Hxe4 14 Wce2!? (14 Rg5 We8 15 
Ea2 h6 16 &f4 We7 17 b3 g5 18 
Siclc4 19 bxc4 Exc4 20 Ad2 Hc7 
21 &2b2 HeS5 led to acomplex game 
in Razuvaev-Romanishin, Novi Sad 
1982) 14...Be8 (or 14...We7 15 2d2 
G6 16 Ah4 Kd7 17 Kc3 He8 18 
Sixe4 Axed 19 Rxg7 Sxg7 20 Ha3 
We5 and Black’s compensation for 
the exchange is perhaps not quite 
sufficient for equality; Razuvaev- 
Tal, Moscow 1983) 15 &f£4 Wc7 16 
G\d2 We5 17b4c4 18 Ha3 RE5 19 
e4 2d7 20 Rxe5 Rxe5 21 Wxc4 
Hac8 22 2f1 Wb6 and a strong dark- 
squared bishop allows Black to look 
to the future with optimism; Sme}- 
kal-Griinberg, Prague 1989. 


A) 11 e4(D) 
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Now Black has a choice of two 
rook moves: 

Al) 11...2b8 

A2) 11...Re8 


Al) 11 Eb8 

12 Hel 

A prophylactic move; White frees 

fl for the bishop and prepares for 
Black’s active play on the queenside. 
12 a5 does not create big problems 
for Black, for example 12...Ke8 13 
Eel b5 14 axb6 Hxb6 15 &f1 Hb4! 
16 Wc2 a5 = Winants-Pigusov, Dor- 
drecht 1987. 

12 ... b5 (D) 
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12...Ag4 is good for White: 13 
ONh4 DgeS 14 Rfl (14 £4 Dc4 15 
Rfl AaS5 16 Af3 He8 17 Re3, 
Scheeren-Stoica, Thessaloniki OL 
1984, is less clear, e.g. 17...2xc3!? 
18 bxc3 Exe4 is interesting) 14...c4 
15 £4 Dd3 16 &xd3 cxd3 17 Re3 
b5 18 axb5 axb5 19 Wxd3 b4 20 
&\a4 He8 21 Af3 + Sosonko-Cebalo, 
Reggio Emilia 1985. 

12...We7?! also favours White: 13 
Rf1 Ke8 14h3 DAhS 15 24 Dhf6 16 
Rf4h5 17 eS! dxeS 18 Axe5 Soson- 
ko-Nunn, London 1980. 

There 1s perhaps only one conclu- 
sion to be drawn from these two vari- 
ations — don’t play the Modern 
Benoni against Sosonko! 
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13. axb5 axb5 
14 fl 
Or 14 £4 De8 15 eS dxeS 16 
Dxe5 “xe5 17 Rxe5 Rxe5 18 Bxe5 
Wd6 =. 
14... B\pa!? 
14...b4 also doesn’t look too bad; 
15 &b5 EHb6!? (White has strong 
pressure after 15...Ae8 16 a7! 
Rb7 17 Ac6 Rxc6 18 dxc6 He5 19 
DWxe5 S.xe5 20 Rc4 Ac7 21 Ha7 + 
Sax) 16 &f4 De8 17 We2 2b7 18 
Ha7 (White can run into difficulties 
after the overly active 18 “a7?! h6 
19 2b5 g5 20 Re3 Ac7 21 Rc6 
Ra6! 22 2a4 Rb5! 23 Rxb5 AxbS, 
as in Ree-Sax, Amsterdam 1983) 
18... b8 19 Heal h6 withan unclear 
game, Sosonko-de Firmian, Tunis IZ 
1985. 
15 Dd2 
After some complications, Black 
achieves equality in the event of 15 
2xb5 Dde5! 16 h3 Axf3+ 17 Wxf3 
We5 18 We2 (not 18 Wdl 2xh3!) 
18...2xb5 19 Wxb5 Af3+ 20 Ghl 
&xel 21 We2 He8 22 Wxel f5 23 
Ha8 Exe4 = Scheeren-Van der Wiel, 
Hilversum 1986. 
i ae &\de5 
16 h3 
Or 16 Axb5 Wb6 17 Ac4 *Axc4 
18 &xc4 HeS 19 Re2 £5 with com- 


pensation. 
16 b4 
17 B\bs c4! 
18 “xc4 “xc4 
19 Sxc4 De5 
20 fl Rxh3 
21 &xh3 Exb5 = 


Alburt-Sax, Subotica IZ 1987. 


A2) 11 Ke8 
12 Hel c4!? (D) 

The passive 12...Wc7 favours 
White; 13 Rf1 AeS (13...Ag4!7) 14 
Gxe5 Exe5 15 &f£4 Ke8 16 e5 dxe5 
17 d6 Wc6 18 Rxe5 + Sosonko- 
Rechlis, Jerusalem 1986. 

12...€\g4 has less clear-cut con- 
sequences, for example 13 ®h4!? 
&)f8!? (this move looks unattractive, 
but it is stronger than 13...Age5 14 
£4 c4 15 Af3 Hb8 16 We2 Wad 
{16...b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 @xb5!} 17 
EKa2! which is slightly better for 
White; Ligterink-Short, Plovdiv 
Echt 1983) 14 h3 DeS 15 £4 Ac4 16 
Rfl AaS 17 Df3 c4!7 18 Re3 Rxc3 
19 bxc3 Hxe4 with an unclear game; 
Ligterink-Franco, Amsterdam 1983. 
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13 h3 

13 &f1 leads to a double-edged 
position after 13...\Wc7!? (better than 
13...0c5 14 Ad2 We7 { 14...A0d3 15 
Rxd3 cxd3 16 Ac4 KRh3 17 Wxd3 
+ Ligterink-Lobron, Wijk aan Zee 
1985} 15 Rxc4 Rh3 16 Vfl Rxfl 
17 xfl Hac8 18 Xe3 Wd7 19 $g2 
&\g4 20 He2 and White’s chances 
are preferable; Alburt-de Firmian, 


y% A 
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USA Ch 1985) 14 We2 @&c5 15 
Wxc4 294 16 Ad2 (if 16 2g? then 
16...0fd7 17 2£4 Db6! with the 
idea of 18 Wfl S2xc3 19 bxc3 Axe4 
with excellent compensation for the 
pawn; Piket-Winants, Wijk aan Zee 
1987). 

Black gains a slight advantage af- 
ter 13 We2 Ac5! 14 Wxc4 bS 15 
axb5 (15 Wl b4) 15...axb5 16 Wxc5 
dxc5 17 Hxa8 b4 (Ligterink). 

13... ONc5 
13...Wc7 14 We2 Ac5 15 Wxc4 
$2d7 Zihani-Franco, Lugano 1989, 
is insufficient because of 16 a5!?. 


14 @d2 “4\d3 
15 He2 We7 
16 a5 2d7 
17 Dad b5 
18 Db6 Had8 
19 Ka3 We5 = 


Brenninkmeijer-de Firmian, Lu- 
gano 1989. 


B) 11 Ad2 2b8 (D) 


‘Eh aw aa 
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The other possibilities are: 

a) 11...Re8 — see A64. 

b) 11...0h5!2 12 Ace4!? (Black 
has no reason to worry after 12 @c4 


&e5 13 De3 Hb8 14 a5 bS 15 axb6 
Exb6 16 h3 Hb4 = Youngworth-de 
Firmian, Lone Pine 1981) 12...Adf6 
13 &xf6+ Wxf6 (probably more ac- 
curate than 13...82xf6 14 Ac4 2d4 
15 e3 &g7 16 e4 He8 17 Rd2 Hb8 
18 a5 £5 19 exf5 2xf5 20 Ha3 + 
P.Nikoli¢-de Firmian, Wijk aan Zee 
1986) 14 Ac4 Hb8 15 Dbé6 (15 a5 
8.7) 15...Wd8 16 Wb3 He8 17 Hel 
&f6 18 Rf4 AhS5 19 &Ld2 Af6 with 
equality; Reefschlager- Kindermann, 
Bundesliga 1984. 

c) 11...Wo7 12 Wb3!? (standard 
play is not dangerous for Black: 12 
Gc4 4b6 13 Da3 Rd7 14 a5 {or 14 
h3 Hfe8 15 Wc2 Hac8 16.a5 AaB 17 
&\c4 b5 18 axb6 @xb6 = Podlesnik- 
Danner, Ptuj 1989} 14...Ac8 15 Ac4 
RbS5 16 Wb3 2xc4 17 Wxc4 b5 18 
axb6 @xb6 19 Wh4 Hfb8 = Arkell- 
Yudasin, Leningrad 1989; you also 
see 12 h3 c4 13 a5 b5 14 axb6 Axb6 
15 AfF3 Rb7 16 Ad4 Hfe8 17 e4 
&fd7 18 $2e3 Ac5 = Birnboim-Dan- 
ner, Lucerne OL 1982) and now in- 
stead of the unsuccessful 12...2e87! 
13 Dc4 Eb8 14 RF4 b5?! 15 axb5 
Be5 (or 15...axb5 16 Axb5 Wb7 17 
Ka5 +—) 16 2xe5 Rxe5 17 b6+- 
Ivanchuk-Yudasin, Riga Ct 1991, 
Black should play 12...0e5!? 13 h3 
&\h5 with counter-chances. 

d) 11...Ae8 12 @c4 (Black has 
an easy game after 12 e4 Hb8 13 
We2 Ac7 14 a5 b5 15 axb6 Axb6 16 
£4 He8 = Ilinéié-Velimirovic, Arand- 
jelovac 1993, but 12 h3 deserves 
attention, for example 12...4b8 13 
&\c4 Ab6 {or 13...Ae5 14 Da3 £5 15 
£4 DET 16 Ac4 Rd7 17 aS Dc7 18 


54 Fianchetto with ...®bd7: Introduction 


Kel He8 19 S&d2 2&b5 20 Ab6} 14 
GN\e3 2d7 15 Hel Ac8 16 a5 a7 17 
2d2 Ab5 18 Dc4 Ad4 19 e3 with a 
small plus) 12...Aab6 13 @xb6!? 
(promising more than 13 ®a3 2d7 
14 a5 Dc8B 15 Dc4 RbS5 16 Wb3 
S2.xc4 17 Wxc4b5 18 axb6 @xb6 19 
Wd3 “c7 = Shapiro-Browne, USA 
Ch 1988) 13...Wxb6 14 2d2 Wc7 15 
Ebl $2d7 16 Wel b5 17 axb5 axb5 
18 b4 c4 19 &h6 + Rohde-Browne, 
San Francisco 1987. 

e) 11...We7 12 h3 (the classic 
game Gligori¢-Petrosian, Zurich Ct 
1953 continued 12 “@c4 We5 13 
G\xe5 Wxe5 14.5 He8 15 2 £4 We7 
16 Wb3 @d7 17 Efel De5 18 Dad 
2d7 19 DAb6 Had8 20 Vd2 b5 21 
Rc3 +) 12...Bb8 13 Dc4 DeS 14 
“\b6 AEd7 (14...0ed7!7) 15 Axc8 
Efxc8 16 a5 b5 17 axb6 Exb6 18 
Wo2 DF8 19 a4 Bbb8 20 Ha2 and 
White preserved his opening advan- 
tage in Stempin-Psakhis, Paris 1990. 

12 Dc4 4\e8 (D) 
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13 Wb3!? 
The Israeli International Master 
Birnboim plays this move fre- 
quently and successfully, and it is 


iy Viel 
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most likely the strongest in the posi- 
tion. Others: 

a) 13 a5 DeS 14 Wb6 BZc7 (or 
14...0d7!2 15 Axc8 Hxc8 16 Rd2 
“\c7 17 Wa4 Hb8 18 Habl b5S 19 
axb6 “xb6 = Melnikov-Ulybin, 
Kursk 1987) 15 h3 (White has no ad- 
vantage after either 15 Wb3 2d7 16 
h3 S2b5 17 Gh2 He8 18 Re3 Ad7 19 
“c4 S2xc4 20 Wxc4 b6 = Kraidman- 
Pein, Tel Aviv 1989, or 15 De4 £5 
16 Bg5 £6 17 Rd2 Rxe4 18 xed f5 
19 2g2 Ad7 20 Dc4 Ae5 = Smys- 
lov-Pachman, Amsterdam OL 1954, 
and the dubious 15 £4?! gives Black 
the initiative after 15..Ag4 16 e3 
Ke8 17 Hel Ab5! 18 Axb5 axb5 F) 
15..£5 (15..Aab5 16 Ha2 h5 17 
GHe4!? RF5 18 Ad2 Bc8 19 Adc4 + 
Scherbakov-Ruban, Voronezh1988) 
16 £4 Ad7! 17 Dxc8!? Wxc8 18 e4 
&\b5 Ross-Farago, Oberwart 1987, 
and according to Farago White 
should have continued 19 exf5! gxf5 
20 “xb5 axb5 21 We2 c4 22 We6+ 
Ph8 23 Wxd6 We5+ 24 Wxc5 
&\xc5, although Black has good 
compensation for the pawn. 

b) 13 Rf4 Ab6 14 Da3 Wd7 15 
a5 “c8 16 Ac4 S2b5 17 Wb3 Ac7!? 
(17...8xc4 18 Wxc4 Wd7 19 e4 “c7 
20 fel He8 21 Wf bS = Maiwald- 
Ree, Ostend 1991, is not bad either) 
18 Bfel 2xc4 19 Wxc4 b5 20 axb6 
Exb6 21 Ka2 Hb4 22 Wd3 Abé6 = 
Reefschlager-Sax, Lugano 1986. 

c) 13 @d2 DeS5 14 AxeS Rxe5 
15 Rh6 DAg7 16 Wd2 He8 (or 16...b5 
17 axb5 axbS5 18 £4 26 19 Ae4 Re7 
20 b4 £) 17 Rg5 f6 18 2£4 Qxf4 19 
Wxf4 £5 20 b4 + Gutman-Griinfeld, 
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Beersheba 1982. White’s chances 
ure somewhat preferable. 
je ee De5 
Black cannot manage to equalize 
after 13...We7 either, for example 14 
a5 We5 15 Ab6 Dc7 164 Kd7 17 
(4 Ag4 (after 17...0d3, 18 Re3 is 
strong, with the idea of 18...f5 19 
Had1 fxe4 20 Axe4 RFS 21 Wxd3 
Ebe8 22 &xc5! and White is clearly 
better) 18 e5! dxeS 19 h3 exf4 20 
Rxf4 Ae5 21 De4 with a clear ad- 
vantage to White; Birnboim-Rohde, 
Beersheba 1987. 
14 Db6 fs 
Or 14...2£5 15 a5 Dc7 16h3 g5 
17 Rd2 g4 18 hxg4!? Axg4 19 Wa4 
hS 20 RF3 2d4 21 e3 Re7 22 He2+ 
Birnboim-L.Bronstein, Lucerne OL 


1982. 
15 2d2 2d7 
16 £4 Dyed 
17 fel Rb5! 
18 a5 eT 
19 h3 “£6 
20 e4 


White has the better game. Birn- 
boim-Bischoff, Munich Z 1987. 


C) 11 2f4 (D) 


A 
wae 
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These days this is the most popu- 
lar move. Black usually defends the 
pawn with his queen, as the passive 
11...He8 12 Wd2 Ab6 13 Rh6 Ac4 
14 Wel Da5 15 Rxg7 DAxg7 16 Rb 
$24 17 b4 cxb4 18 Bxb4 is better 
for White; Adorjan-Mascarifias, 
Bacolod 1991. 

Thus the material divides quite 
naturally: 

C1) 11...Wc7 

C2) 11...We7 
C1) 11 We7 

12 h3 

A useful prophylactic move, pre- 
venting Black from transferring his 
knight from f6 via g4 to eS. There are 
other approaches: 

a) Nikoli¢ frequently uses 12 
Ecl, but without great success, as 
Black gets a good game after both 
12...He8 13 b4 DhS 14 Rg5 h6 15 
Se3 (15 &d2!7) 15...Bxe3!7 16 fxe3 
cxb4 17 Hed Wh6 18 Ad4 a5 19 
Weo2 £5 © P.Nikoli¢-Hjartarson, Li- 
nares 1988, and the immediate 
knight move to h5: 12...0h5 13 225 
h6 14 2d2 Wb6 15 Wc2 £5 = P.Nik- 
oli¢- Yudasin, Tilburg 1993. 

b) Black had no problems in 
P.Nikoli¢é-Marin, Thessaloniki OL 
1988, after 12 aS He8 13 Dad h6 
(13...He4 14 Dd2 Axd2 15 Rxd2 
He5 16 S&c3 +) 14 Wd3 g5 15 Rd2 
e416 Rel Hb8 17 Hcl Adf6 18 
G\d2 @xd2 19 Rxd2 Rd7 =. 

c) Major, unclear complications 
arose in Polugaevsky-Vaiser, Sochi 
1981 after 12 e4 He8 13 Wc2 Bb8 14 
a5 Dh5 15 Re3 b5 16 axb6 Dxb6 17 
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h3 h6 18 g4 26 19 @d2 We7 20 
Kael a5!? ~. 

d) 12 Wd2 is possible: 12...%e8 
13 Bfclc4 14 Ad4 (14 Bh6!? Rh8 
15 Wf4 deserves attention) 14...0c5 
15 Ha3 2d7 16 a5 bS 17 axb6 Wxb6 
with equality; Bonin-Zaichik, New 
York 1990. 
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13 Hel 

Another plan linked with 13 Kcl 
attempts to exploit the opposition of 
the rook and queen; this may con- 
tinue 13...b8 (or 13...0h5 14 2d2 
Wd8 15 g4!? Ahf6 16 Rf4 We7 17 
e4! + Dzhandzhgava-Moldobaev, 
Pavlodar 1987) 14 b4!? (14 Wd37! is 
significantly weaker: 14...c4 15 Wd1 
Qh5 16 Rd2 Ac5 17 Da2 b5 18 
axb5 axb5 and Black seized the in- 
itiative in I.Sokolov-Ki.Georgiev, 
Reggio Emilia 1988) 14...Ah5 15 
S.d2 cxb4!? 16 Ded Ac5 17 Axc5 
dxc5 18 $xb4 b6 19 a5 We7 20 
§.d2!? (White fell into a typical trap 
in Csom-Kindermann, Dortmund 
1983: 20 $a3? Axg3! 21 fxg3 
We3+ 22 @h2 Wxa3 23 axb6 Bxb6 
+) 20... Wxe2 21 Wxe2 Hxe2 22 axb6 


a 


Exb6 23 Hxc5 with a small advan- 
tage to White (Kindermann). 

13: aa Eb8 

13...0h5!? deserves attention: 14 

Rd2 Bb8!? (14...c4 is worse: 15 b4 
cxb3 16 Wxb3 @c5 17 Wb4 Af6 18 
Kacl Wd8 19 a5 £ Razuvaev-Ben- 
jamin, Paris 1989) 15 a5 b5 16 axb6 
Gxb6 17 g4 Af6 18 e4 Ac4 19 Rcl 
G\d7 with a good game for Black; 
Briickner-Wahls, Bundesliga 1986. 

14 e4 

Chances are approximately equal 

after 14.45 b5S 15 axb6 @xb6!, which 
is more precise than 15...&xb6 16 
G\d2!? Hb4 (16...ah5!7) 17 a2! 
Eb8 18 Ac4 Rf8 19 Dc3 Ah5 20 
Rd2 AeS5 21 DaS5 + G.Kuzmin- 
R.Rodriguez, Riga IZ 1979. 

14 ... @Nh5 (D) 
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15 263 
15 &d2 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 g¢4 
@hf6 18 2fl c4! 19 b4 cxb3 20 
Wxb3 @c5 21 Wb4 a6 22 Axb5 
&\xb4 23 @xc7 Exe4, Christiansen- 
Mestel, Lucerne OL 1982, leads to 
an interesting game with chances for 
both sides. 
15 ... b5 
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White has an advantage after both 
15...Ahf6 16 Ad2 b5S 17 axb5 axb5 
18 2f1 b4 19 Abs Wh6 20 F4, 
and 15...c4 16 a5 bS 17 axb6 Exb6 
(17...Axb6!?) 18 g4 Ahf6 19 Bxb6 
5\xb6 20 We2 Afd7 21 Da4 + Razu- 
vaev-Semkov, Sochi 1982. 

16 axb5 axb5 
17 fl! Wh6 

But not 17...b4?! 18 Abs Wb6 
(18...&xb5 19 &xb5 Bxe4 20 Wc2 
+) 19 &d2! We5 20 Da7 S2d7 21 g4 
G\f6 22 g5 (stronger than 22 f4 
Syexg4! 23 hxg4 Axed 24 Bc6 
§2xc6 25 Ha6 We7 26 Exc6 Wd8 
27 Dc4 Wh4 28 & g¢2 Ka8 with com- 
plications in Razuvaev-Panchenko, 
Minsk 1985) 22...0h5 23 £4 Ha8 
(the only move for Black) 24 fxe5 
Exa7 25 Dc4 Wb8 26 Exa7 Wxa7 
27 Dxd6 BxeS 28 Wf3 + Hernan- 
dez-Vilela, Cuba 1993. 

18 @d2 

Black has no problems after 18 
RXb5 $2xc3 19 Bxd7 Bxd7 20 bxc3 
Exe4 =, or 18 Axb5 Exe4 19 Dd2 
Kb4. 


18... 226 
19 Ka2 Ha8 
20 Wal Wb7 
21 aS c4 

22 Da2 We7 
23 “c3 Wb7 


with equality in Razuvaev-Arna- 
son, Jurmala 1987. 
C2) 11 We7 (D) 
12 h3!? 
We have already seen the use of 
this strong prophylactic move many 
times. Other approaches: 
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a) 12 Hel h6 (White obtained a 
small advantage in Hort-Langeweg, 
Amsterdam 1983, after 12...Ag4 13 
Wb3 Hb8 14 B25 f6 15 Bd2 b6 16 
h3 Dh6 17 We2 Df7 18 b3 b5 19 
axb5 axb5 20 e4 £) 13 e4 Dg4 14 a5 
Gge5 15 Da4 Dxf3+ 16 Rxf3 DeS 
17 Db6 Hb8 18 2g2 Rd7 = Borges- 
Ruban, Santa Clara 1991. 

b) 12 a5 and now: 

bl) 12...2b8 13 a4 (alterna- 
tively, 13 h3 h6 14 e4 g5 15 cl {15 
$2e3!2} 15...b5 16 axb6 Dxb6 17 
Hel Afd7 18 Rf1 De5 19 Dxe5 
Wxe5 20 Re3 Ad7 + Savchenko- 
V.Gurevich, Kherson 1989) 13...b5 
14 axb6 Axb6 15 e4 Afd7 16 Axb6 
Exb6 17 Ad2 P.Nikoli¢é-Tal, Reyk- 
javik 1988, and even after the im- 
provement 17...g5!? 18 2e3 De5 19 
§2x25!2 Wxg5 20 f4 Wh6 21 fxe5 
§2.xe5 22 Wc4 2d4+ 23 Sh1 White 
preserves an edge (P.Nikolic). 

b2) Nor does Black manage to 
equalize after 12...b5 13 axb6 Axb6 
(13...Kb8 favours White: 14 e4! 
Exb6 15 Ad2 He8 16 Ac4 + PNik- 
olié-Cebalo, Brezovica 1988) 14 e4 
&\g4 15 h3 De5 16 Axe5 Rxe5 (re- 
taining more chances than 16...dxe5 
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17 Re3 DAc4 18 Rcl + PNikoli¢- 
Barlov, Zagreb IZ 1987) 17 &xe5 +. 

b3) 12...Ag4!7 13 Da4 (13 Rge5 
does not lead to success: 13...f6 14 
Rd2 b5 15 axb6 Axb6 16 h3 Dh6 
17 b4 cxb4 18 Aa4 Axa4 19 Bxa4 
a5! 20 2xb4 a6! with an equal po- 
sition; Gleizerov-Shestoperov, Bu- 
dapest 1990) 13...4b8 14 h3 (14 
Bol?! h6 15 S&d2 b5 16 axb6 Axb6 
with an edge for Black; Manor- 
Wahls, Bern Z 1990) 14...Age5 15 
Gxe5 Axe5 16 Ab6 Rd7 =. 

c) 12 Wd2 Ag4 13 h3 (acomplex 
game which Is sufficiently good for 
Black follows 13 Kab1 Ade5 14 b4 
b6 15 bxc5 bxc5 16 h3 “@xf3+ 17 
exf3 De5 18 Ebel Wce7 19 Rxe5 
Rxe5 20 Bxe5!? dxe5 21 £4 Bb8 22 
d6 Wa5 23 fxe5 Re6 with an attack, 
Korchnoi-Hulak, Wijk aan Zee 
1983; nor does he have any prob- 
lems after 13 Hacl?! Hb8 14 h3 
Gege5 15 Axe5 AxeS 16 DAe4 RES 
17 b4 S&xe4 18 Bxe4 c4 F Cech- 
Hort, Biel 1992) 13...Age5 14 Axe5 
@®xe5 15 a5 &d7 (15...2b8 16 Da4 
+) 16 Efb1 Smyslov-Grooten, Til- 
burg 1992, and after 16...2£b8!? 17 
S&h6 &h8 Black could have looked 
to the future with optimism. 

d) 12 Wc2 DhS (after 12...h6 13 
Kabl He8 14 Bfel 25 15 2d2 Ab6 
16 Wb3! Abd7 17 a5 Bb8 18 Wa2 b5 
19 axb6 Exb6 20 Aa4 Hb8 21 e4 
White’s position is preferable; Razu- 
vaev-Ruban, Sochi 1989) 13 &g5 £6 
14 @d2 f5. 

e) 12 e4 Dg4!? (12... Bb8 is not 
bad for Black either: 13 Hel {13 
h3!? takes us to 12 h3} 13...Ag4! 14 


Gd2 Ade5! 15 Dfl {or 15 h3 g5! 16 
Sixe5 Axe5 17 We2 Rd7 18 “fl 
c4 F Scheeren-Langeweg, Leeuwar- 
den 1980} 15...A\c4 16 We2 b5 17 
h3 @geS5 and Black seizes the initia- 
tive; Smyslov-Portisch, Hungary 
1978) 13 Rg5 £6 14 Rd2 DdeS 15 
Gxe5 Axe5 = 16 £47! Ac4 17 Rcl 
£5 = Bonsch-Ehlvest, Tallinn 1983. 

Now we return to the position af- 
ter 12 h3 (D): 
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12° a: EKb8 (D) 

The most natural, preparing an ac- 
tive game on the queenside, but it is 
far from being the only move. Also 
used: 

a) 12...He8 13 e4 (nor is it easy 
for Black to equalize after 13 Hel 
Qh5 { 13...WE8 14 e4 DhS 15 Rd2 
Be5 16 Axe5 Sxe5 17 Sh2 Rd7 18 
f4 2d4!? Gleizerov-Magerramov, 
Pavlodar 1987, and now 19 g4!? £ 
deserved attention} 14 2g5 2f6 {or 
14...f6 15 Rd2 £5 16 e4} 15 Rxf6 
Wxf6 16 Ad2 We7 17 Ac4 HeS5 18 
&\b6 with an edge) 13...A0h5 14 &g5 
Wf8 15 Hel Hb8 16 g4 Dhf6 17 
Rf4 b5 (or 17...He5 18 Axe5 dxe5 
19 Re3 Wd6 20 Wd3 b6 21 Vfl h5 
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22 £3 £ Lobron-Wahls, Dortmund 
1990) 18 axbS axb5 19 e5! = Drasko- 
Cebalo, Budvar 1986. 

b) 12...h6!? and now: 

b1) Black has no problems what- 
soever after 13 Hel EHb8 (Black is 
also fine after 13...A0h5 14 2cl Bb8 
15 e4 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 &f1 b4 18 
S\b5 @e5 19 Ha7 Hb7 Vanheste-Ar- 
nason, Belgrade 1988) 14 e4 (14 
Eb1 b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 b4 Dh5 17 
§.d2 allows the standard combina- 
tion 17...Axg3! 18 Axb5 {18 fxg3 
&xc3} 18..Hxb5 19 fxg3 cxb4 20 
$2xb4 2a6 with advantage to Black; 
Csom-Sax, Hungarian Ch 1986) 
14...g5 15 2e3 b5 16 axb5 axb5 ~ 
Vanheste-Farago, Graz 1987. 

b2) 13 Wcel!? deserves consid- 
eration, e.g. 13...@h7 (13...g5!7) 14 
e4 g5 15 2d2 Hb8 16 Hb1 He8 
(16...b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 b4 2) 17 
Eel Wf8 18 Wc2 and White exerts 
unpleasant pressure; Scherbakov- 
Palkovi, European Club Cup 1993. 

b3) 13 e4 @h7 (White gained an 
advantage in Alburt-Fedorov, New 
York 1992, after 13...25 14 2e3 {14 
$2.d2 Ah7 15 We2 He8 16 Hael Wd8 
= Adorjan-Portisch, New York 
1987} 14...2b8 {14...Dh7!2) 15 a5 
b5 16 axb6 Hxb6 17 Wc2 We8 18 
“\d2 Bb4 19 Ab3 We5 20 Wa5 +) 14 
Wd2 g5 15 Re3 Db6!? 16 Wd (or 
16 b3 £5) 16...Ac4 17 &cl £5 18 
exf5 $£xf5 = G.Kuzmin-Velimiro- 
vic, Palma GMA 1989. 

c) 12...Ah5!? 13 2g5 £6 14 Rd2 
£5 15 Wb3 (returning to g5 does not 
work in White’s favour: 15 2g5 
@®hf6 16 Hbl h6 17 Rd2 De4 18 


G\xe4 fxe4 19 Del DeS F Ulybin- 
Hall, Oakham 1992) 15...Ae5 16 
Gxe5 Rxe5 17 f4 Rg7 18 Ph2 Af 
19 Hael Wf7 = Browne-D.Gurevich, 
USA Ch 1987. 


wae: 


13 Xbl 

Instead: 

a) 13 a5 has also been tried, but 
Black can equalize by 13...b5 (more 
interesting than 13...Ah5 14 Rg5 f6 
15 S&d2 f5 16 Bel De5 17 Axe5 
&xe5 18 e3 bS5 19 axb6 Bxb6 20 
&\a4 Eb8 21 Wc2 with some advan- 
tage; Savchenko-Ragozin, Lenin- 
grad 1989) 14 axb6 @xb6 15 e4 
Gfd7 16 Kcl Ac4 17 b3 Ace5 18 
Gxe5 “xe5 19 Re3 c4 = Bonsch- 
Griinfeld, Hertzliya 1993. 

b) 13 e4 gives Black significantly 
more problems: 

bl) If 13..0e8 14 Hel!? (14 
Wd2 b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 Ha7 b4 17 
G\a4 Eb7 18 Exb7 2xb7 = Bartels- 
Dizdarevi¢, Berlin 1988) 14...b5 15 
axb5 axbS, then after 16 We2 we 
have reached a position examined in 
line ‘b3’. 

b2) 13..0Qh5 14 Rg5 Rf6 15 
S.xf6 Wxf6 16 Wd2 b5 17 axb5 axb5 
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18 b4! cxb4 19 De2 b3 20 g4 Ag7 
21 ®ed4 Dra&ko-Cebalo, Sarajevo 
1986, is not sufficient for equality 
either. 

b3) 13...b5 14 axb5 (the immedi- 
ate 14 Hel is interesting, for exam- 
ple 14...b4 { 14...He8!7} 15 e5! bxc3 
16 exf6 Wxf6 17 Rg5 c2 18 Wxc2 
Wxb2 19 Wxb2 &xb2 20 Habl 
Eb4 21 Re7 + Zaitsev-Abramovié¢, 
Moscow 1982) 14...axb5 15 Hel (15 
Ka7 is not frightening: 15...0h5 16 
Sg5 Rf6 17 Rxf6 Wxf6 18 Hel 
He8 o Vanheste-Grooten, Dieren 
1988) 15...2e8!? (15...b4 16 e5!) 16 
We2 Eb6! (the only move) 17 Axb5 
Sa6 18 Bxa6! Bxa6 19 Abd4 Abs! 
20 “Ac6 Hxc6 21 dxc6 Axc6 22 
Ed1!? (22 eS Axe5 23 AxeS dxe5 
24 Rxe5 Ac7! 25 Rxg7 Wxe2 26 
Exe2 @xg7 = led to a quick draw 
in Razuvaev-Psakhis, Irkutsk 1986) 
22...4\d4!? (amore exact move than 
22...De5 23 Axe5 dxe5 24 SLe3 Ac7 
25 Kel De6 26 Wb5! + Drasko- 
Renet, Vrnjacka Banja 1987) 23 
Qxd4 S.xd4 24 Zh6 (by using a tac- 
tical peculiarity of the position, 
Black gets a good game after 24 b4 
“\c7 25 bS Eb8 26 Hb1 “dS! =) 
24...227 25 Re3 Dc7 26 Wd3 
RXb2 27 Wxd6 Wxd6 28 Exd6 Deb 
29 2f1, Dra’ko, and the assessment 
of the position lies somewhere be- 
tween = and =. 

13: sc \h5 

White makes no particular gains 

after 13...He8 14 Hel DhS 15 Rge5 


Wf8 16 e4 b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 g4 
&Nhf6 = Hausner-Cebalo, Banja Luka 
1981, and he preserves a minimal 
advantage after 13...h6 14 e4! (but 
not 14 b4?! @h5 15 Wel {15 Sd2? 
G\xg3! 16 fxg3 S2xc3)} 15... Axf4 16 
gxf4 He8 = Goldin-Yedidia, New 
York 1993) 14...0h5 (14...b5 15 
axb5 axb5 16 b4) 15 &d2 DeS5 16 
G\xe5 Wxe5 17 £4 We7 18 @h2 b5 19 
axb5 axb5 20 b4 £ Dautov-Matthias, 
Lippstadt 1991. 
14 Rg5 {6 

Exchanging dark-squared bishops 
eases White’s problems: 14...2f6 15 
Sxf6! DAhxf6!? (or 15...Wxf6 16 
Wd2 He8 17 b4b6 18 Bfel Hb7 19 
bxc5 bxc5 20 a5 + Khalifman-Pe- 
tran, Berlin 1989) 16 Hel with a 
small advantage. 

15 2d2 fs 
16 Wel 

16 b4? cxb4 17 Hxbé4 is bad be- 
cause of 17...Axg3! (17...0c5? 18 
G\d4 &d7 Tukmakov-Ulybin, Sim- 
feropol 1988) 18 fxg3 &xc3. We 
have already seen this combination 
more than once. 

Black also has an excellent game 
after 16 S2g5 We8 17 Wd2 De5 =, 
when 18 $2h6?! 2xh6 19 Wxh6 f4 
gives him the initiative. 


16 ... “hf6 
17 b4 cxb4 
18 Exb4 “e5 
19 d4 Rd7 


with equality in Obukhov-Cher- 
niak, Smolensk 1991. 
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1 d4 @f6 2¢4c53d5e64 Ac3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 Df3 267 g3 2278 wg2 
0-0 


9 0-0 a6 
10 a4 “\bd7 
11 @®d2 EHe8 (D) 


rawirer 
a 


4 GY 


Y & ba 7) 
xia _ 


ogy 


ay BX 


weg gagan 


Now 12 h3 is the most frequently 
played and most promising move. 12 
&\c4 is also a popular move, and so 
the chapter is structured as follows: 

A) 12 ®c4 

B) 12 h3 


Other continuations are not as 
dangerous for Black, although they 
do have their advocates: 

a) 12 Hel EHb8 13 “Ac4 DeS5 
(13...2)b6!7) 14 AxeS Bxe5 15 a5 
EHe8 (or 15...b5 16 axb6 Exb6 17 e4 
He8 18 h3 Ad7 = Jokic-Liu Wenze, 
Belgrade 1988) 16 &f4 b5 17 axb6 
Exb6 18 Ha2 Ag4 =Grigorian-Polu- 
gaevsky, Leningrad 1974. 


b) 12 Eb1 Hb8 13 b4 bS 14 axb5 
axb5 15 &b2 (Black was able to 
seize the initiative after 15 bxc5?! b4 
16 Ace4 Axc5 17 Axc5 dxc5 F 
Vaganian-Tseshkovsky, Leningrad 
1974) 15...Ae5 16 Ral 2d7 17 h3 
Qh5 18 Ace4 $.£5 © Smyslov-Ivan- 
ovic, Bugojno 1984. 

c) 12 a5 bS 13 axb6 “Axb6 14 
G\b3 “Ac4! (stronger than the old 
14..Wce7 15 Da5 Rd7 16 h3 {16 
We2 Ag4 17 h3 He5 18 b3 c4 = 
Granda-Wedberg, New York 1988} 
16...2b5 17 2e3 Afd7 18 Wb3 with 
a small advantage to White; Euwe- 
Kotov, Zurich Ct 1953) 15 Ha4 
Qb6 (15...Ae5 16 Aa5 Rd7 17 Ha2 
We7 18 h3 +) 16 Ha2 Wc4 17 Wd3 
(the best solution was probably 17 
EHa4!? with equality) 17...2b8! 18 
&\d2 (obviously neither 18 Aal AeS 
19 Wd1 DhS5S F L.Grigorian-Kapen- 
gut, USSR 1970, nor 18 Wxc4 Hb4 
gives White anything) 18...2xd2 19 
&xd2 Ag4 with equality; Mas- 
carifias-Franco, Medina del Campo 
1982. 

d) 12 Wb3 and now: 

dl) 12..@e5 is premature, and 
leads Black into unpleasantness: 13 
f4 c4 (the only move — 13...Heg4 14 
G\c4) 14 Wa2 (but not 14 Wb4? a5 
15 Wa3 Wb6+ 16 Ghl Heg4; simi- 
larly White cannot organize him- 
self after 14 Axc4 Axc4 15 Wxc4 
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Wb6+ 16 @h1 Ag4 17 Ad1 2d7 18 
h3 Hac8 19 Wd3 Af6 20 Re3 Wh4 
21 S2d2 Wce4 with compensation) 
14...Wb6+ 15 @h1 Deg4 16 Axc4 
We5 (16...0£2+? 17 Bxf2 Wxf2 18 
&e3 Hxe3 19 Hfl and Black loses 
his queen) 17 &d2 Dh5 18 e3 RF5 
19 b4 Wc7 20 Hacl! with the better 
game for White; Rogozenko-Giuru- 
mia, Bucharest 1992. 

d2) 12..Bb8!? 13 Ac4 De5 14 
&\b6 @fd7 (Black also has a reason- 
able game after 14...Aed7 15 Axc8 
Wxc8 16 a5 b5 17 axb6 Bxb6 18 
Wa4 Johansen-Rogers, Sydney 1991, 
and 18...Wb7!? 19 Ha2 Ha8 would 
have led to equality, Stohl; 14...Ah5 
15 aS5f5 16 a4 2d7 17 Axd7 Wxd7 
18 Wco2 Hf8 = Karklins-Grigorian, 
Leningrad 1990, is also possible) 15 
&\xc8 Wxc8 16 h3 (or 16 a5 bS 17 
axb6 Hxb6 18 Wc2 c4, again with an 
equal position) 16...b5! 17 axb5 
axb5 18 HaS (Black has a mighty 
game after 18 @xb5 c4 19 Wb4 Eb6 
20 WaS Wb7 21 “c3 @c5) 18...b4 
19 De4 We7 F Sakaev-Anastasian, 
Frunze 1989. 

e) 12 e4(D) gives Black a pleas- 
ant choice: 


AG 


el) 12...2b8 13 Ac4 DeS (the 
alternative 13...2b6 also deserves 
attention: 14 “a3 a8 15 Hel Ac7 
16 Rf1 b5! 17 axb5 axb5 18 Daxb5 
&\xb5 19 &xb5 $2d7 with compen- 
sation) 14 @xe5 Exe5 15 £4 He8 16 
a5 (16e5?! favours Black: 16...dxe5 
17 fxe5 Dd7 18 e6 fxe6 19 dxe6 
2d4+! 20 Ghl HDeS5 F) 16...b5 17 
axb6 Wxb6 and Black’s position is 
probably preferable already; Som- 
merfeld-Martin, Corr 1983. 

e2) Black has no reason to com- 
plain at the result of the opening after 
12...Wc7!? either, e.g. 13 Ac4! (13 
We2?! is weaker: 13...Ab6! 14 Wd3 
G\g4 15 h3 De5 16 We2 c4 17 Adl 
a5! with a better game; Hort-Tim- 
man, Montreal 1979) 13...@e5 (not 
13...2b87! 14 2£4 28 15 a5 b5 16 
axb6 “xb6 17 ®a5 + Letié-Dun- 
haupt, Corr 1983) 14 AxeS5 Exe5 
with an unclear game. 

f) 12 Ha2 Hb8 (12...h5 13 Ac4 
GDe5 14 Dxe5 ExeS 15 Rf4 He8 16 
a5 b5 17 axb6 Wxb6 18 Wa4 2d7 19 
Wa5 Keb8 =is also sufficient; Hert- 
neck- Kindermann, Munich Z 1987) 
13 a5 (or 13 Ac4 HDeS 14 b3 bS 15 
axb5 axb5 16 a5 b4 17 Dbl 2d7 
was a little better for Black; Tru- 
fanov-Moiseev, Kemerovo 1991) 
13...b5 (Black held the balance in 
Roos-Dokhoian, Bonn 1993, after 
13...We7 14 We2 AhS 15 Ac4 DeS 
16 Axe5 Rxe5 17 Da4 Vg7 18 Hel 
2d7 19 Ab6 2b5 =) 14 axb6 Axb6 
15 b3 with two interesting ideas for 
Black: 

fl) 15...Ah5!? 16 2b2 £5 (better 
than 16...0a8?! 17 Ac4 Ac7 18 


Da5 Sd7 19 Wd2 Af6 20 Xd1 We7 
21 e4 AbS 22 AxbS5 axb5 23 Hel + 
Suba-Foisor, Romania 1983) 17 e3 
6 18 Ral We7 19 Hel Dg4 = 
Dautov-Oll, Kiev 1984. 

f2) 15...h5!? 16 DF3 Rb7 17 Ve5 
Wd7 with counter-chances; Shapiro- 
Fedorowicz, Somerset 1986. 


A) 12 Ac4 Abb 


After instead 12...@e5 (D): 


X AWK e 
eae as nye 


MD IM oe 
a a q 


yy 

Y 

ew (Yi we 
GW 7 sa) 


a) It’s difficult for White to rely 
on having an advantage after 13 a3 
{\h5 14 Kb1!? (matters are even sim- 
pler for Black after 14 h3 £5 15 @h2 
{15 e4 b5! 16 axb5 axb5 17 Acxb5 
fxe4 18 &xe4 &xh3 F} 15...b5!7 16 
£4 {16 axb5!?) 16...b4 17 fxe5 &xe5 
18 2f4 bxa3 19 Hxa3 Rxf4 20 gxf4 
Wh4 with an advantage to Black; 
Sideif Zade-Pavlenko, USSR 1984, 
or 14e3£515 2d2 2d7 16 We2 Hb8 
17 Habl @f7 18 Rf3 £4! 19 &xh5 
fxe3 20 S&xg6 hxg6 21 S&xe3 Lh3 
with more than enough compensa- 
tion for the pawn; Unzicker-Hiibner, 
Bad Kissingen 1980) 14...82£5!7 15 
e4 2d7 (15...2g4 16 £3 &2d7 17 24 
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EMf6 18 h3 c4 19 Re3 +) 16 b4 cxb4 
17 Exb4 Wa5 18 Da2 b5 with ap- 
proximately equal chances; Marin- 
Sax, Odorheiu Secuiesc 1993. 

b) 13 AxeS Bxe5 14 £4 (Kha- 
lifman-Shabalov, USSR 1986, con- 
tinued in interesting fashion: 14 Wc2 
EhS5!? 15 h4 He5 {the Moor has 
done its job and can retire} 16 Hb1 
EKe8 17 b4 cxb4 18 Exb4 224 19 3 
Ec8 20 &b2 Hc7 with an unclear 
game) 14..Be8 15 Wc2 Dh5 16 
Rd2 Hb8 (16...f5 17 e3 Rd7 18 a5 
b5 19 axb6 Wxb6 20 Ha2 Af6 21 
Hfal + Ribli-Hertneck, Dortmund 
1986, or 16...82f5 17 e4 2d7 18 
EHabl Hc8 19 b4 cxb4 20 Exb4 t 
Goldin-Bagaturov, USSR 1986) 17 
Eabl (17 a5!?) 17...b65 18 axb5 axb5 
19 b4 c4 20 Hal We7 21 Bfel f5 22 
Ka5 2d7 23 2£3 Af6 = Kharitonov- 
Psakhis, Irkutsk 1983. 

13 Ba3 

The only move which gives Black 
problems; he can equalize after 13 
“\xb6 Wxb6 14 aS We7 15 We2 
Eb8 16 e4 Krasenkov-Sher, Mos- 
cow 1990, by playing 16...b5!? 17 
axb6 Exb6 -~; his task is even sim- 
pler after 13 @d2 S2d7 14 Wb3 Hbs8 
15 Hel Wc7 16 a5 Wc8B 17 Dc4 b5 
18 axb6 @xb6 = Inkiov-Gheorghiu, 
Baile Herculane 1982, or 13 ®e3 
G\g4!2 14 Wb3 Hb8 15 h3 Axe3 16 
&xe3 Ad7 = Romani-Tal, Rome tt 
1957. 

| I eee 2d7(D) 
13...2£5 is interesting, but not 
sufficient for equality: 14 a5 (things 
turned out rather better for Black in 
Kaidanov-Moskalenko, Lvov 1985: 
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14 £3 2d7 15 e4 Dc8B 16 Wd2 Bs 
17 Bb1 bS 18 axb5 Rxb5! 19 Daxb5 
axb5 20 b4 Ad7 21 @hi Wc7 =) 
14...Ac8 15 Dc4 b5 16 axb6 Axb6 
17 DaS Se4 18 Axe4 DAxe4 19 Wad3 
6 20 Ka2 Wc7 21 b3 with aclear 
advantage to White; [li¢-Kudrin, Bor 
1984. 


XZ 
6 & 


14 a5!? 

White quite often tries to avoid 
altering the queenside pawn struc- 
ture: 

a) 14 Bel We7 (14...0xa4!?) 15 
h3 @xa4 16 Dxa4 b5 17 Axc5 
Wxc5 18 Wd3 b4 = Carlhammar- 
Isaacs, St.Martin 1991. 

b) 14 h3 &xa4!? (we have al- 
ready seen similar combinations, 
typical of this variation, more than 
once. Black brought it about in an- 
other fashion in the following 
game: 14...Wc7 15 &f4 Dh5!? 16 
§2.d2 Axa4! 17 DAxa4 b5 18 g4 Af 
19 4c3 b4 20 Wc2 bxa3 21 Exa3 
&b5=Chianets-Pukshansky, USSR 
1978) 15 Dxa4 b5 16 Dc3 b4 17 
§2.d2 bxc3 18 &xc3 De4 19 Rxg7 
&xe7 20 Wc2 £5 = Akopian-Zel€ié, 
Belgrade GMA 1988. 


c) 14 2d2 Bb8 (or 14...0xa4!? 
15 Dxa4 b5 16 Wc3 6417 “Ac4 bxc3 
18 Sxc3 &b5 19 b3 Ag4 20 Sxg7 
@xg7 21 e4 {21 h3 De5 22 Wa5 h5 
23 Kel Wf6 24 Wd2 h4 = Arkell- 
Yudasin, Oviedo 1992) 21...Ae5 22 
“)xe5 Hxe5 23 Hel + Lalié-Sax, 
Sarajevo 1985) 15 Hel h5! 16 Hbl 
&)xa4 17 Dxa4 bS 18 Rf4 (or 18 
G\c3 b4 19 4c4 bxc3 20 2xc3 Sf5) 
18...bxa4 19 2xd6 Hb3 20 Rxc5 
&£5 with compensation; Neverov- 
Magerramov, Baku 1986. 

d) 14 Wb3?! Axa4!? 15 Dxa4 b5 
16 “c3 b4 17 Dc4 bxc3 18 Axd6 
Eb8 19 Wa3 cxb2 20 &xb2 Exe2 
with an advantage to White; Kun- 
sztowicz-Lau, Bundesliga 1983. 

e) 14 Wc2!? Bb8 15 2d2 (or 15 
a5 @c8 16 Dc4 2b5 17 Wb3 Wxc4 
18 Wxc4Vladimirov-Psakhis, Tash- 
kent 1978, and Black would have 
equalized after 18...b5!? 19 axb6 
&\xb6) 15...\W/c7 (the temporary sac- 
rifice on a4 is not so good now: 
15...0xa4 16 Dxa4 b5S 17 Dc3 b4 
18 Ac4 bxc3 19 Sxc3 +) 16 h3 Ac8 
17 Habl bS 18 axb5 Sxb5!? 19 
Gaxb5 axb5 20 b4 He7 21 Hfcl 
5 22e3 c4 23 Hal and White has a 
small advantage; Kharitonov-Ar- 
bakov, USSR 1983. 


14 ... 4\c8 
15 Dc4 Sb5 
16 Wb3 Rxc4 


17 Wxc4 b5 
More exact than 17...0d7 18 e4! 
b5 19 axb6 “Acxb6 20 We2 c4 21 
Re3 Wc7 22 Dad! + Ermeni-Ar- 
sovi¢, Yugoslav Ch 1991. 
18 axb6 “)xb6 


19 Wh4 afd7! 
20 225 
20 Wxd8 Hexd8 21 Ha2 Hdb8 22 
Edi a5!? =. 
20 ... Wb8s = 
Piankov-Psakhis, Irkutsk 1977. 
B) 12 h3 Bb8 
Others: 


a) 12...h6 is rarely used, but de- 
serves attention: 13 Hel (13 e4!? 
Hb8 14 “c4 He5 15 a3) 13...2b8 
14 a5 b5 15 axb6 @xb6 16 e4 Hulak- 
Barlov, Pucarevo 1987, and Barlov 
gives 16...Wc7! 17 Dad Axa4 18 
Exa4 4d7 19 b3 Db6 =. 

b) 12...0h5 (D) is more popular, 
but recently White has managed to 
find the key: 


Ga W/E 7 
Ugg; px, 
Y, y 

Zz 


bl) White has no hint of an ad- 
vantage after 13 e4 Ae5 14 We2 £5 
15 exf5 gxf5 16 Wd1 Af6 17 “Af3 
4\g6 = Youngworth-Arnason, Lone 
Pine 1981. 

b2) 13 Ade4 Adf6! 14 Axf6+ 
Qxf6 15 2f4 Bb8 16 Wd3 We7 17 
e4 “h5 18 2d2 WeS! = Osnos-Tal, 
Alma-Ata 1968; White has nothing. 
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b3) Black also need not fear 13 
Ph2 £5 14 e4 (or 14 Dc4 HeS5 15 
Dxe5 Rxe5 16 e3 Hb8 17 Wd3 
2.d7 18 a5 Wh4!? with initiative; Ti- 
moshchenko-Kindermann, Baden- 
Baden 1985) 14...f4! (14...He5 15 
exf5 2xf5 16 ¢4 Axg4+ 17 hxg4 
Wh4+ 18 Sgl &xg4 19 Af3 WF6 20 
a3! is tempting, but insufficient) 15 
24 Ahf6 16 Ac4 Axg4+! 17 Wxg4 
(or 17 hxg4 De5 18 AxeS5 Rxe5 19 
Wr3 Wh4+ 20 Wh3 f3+ 21 gl 
Wxh3 22 &xh3 h5 F) 17...He5 18 
We2 Axc4 19 Wxc4 Wh4 20 Wd3 
Se5 and Black has a strong attack; 
Todorovié-Sahovié, Zemun 1983. 

b4) 13 Dce4!? Adf6 14 Axf6+ 
Gxf6 (not 14...2xf6?! 15 Ac4 Hb8 
16 a5 Re7 17 b4 cxb4 18 Rd2 Rf6 
19 Hb1 + Birnboim-Maus, Netanya 
1987) 15 Ac4 Rf5 Nogueiras-Cifu- 
entes, Buenos Aires 1991, and White 
could have increased his small ad- 
vantage after 16 a5!? Re4 17 BgS. 

Returning to the position after 
12...8b8: 

13 Dc4 

Wild complications arose in the 
game Lali¢c-Kovaéevic¢, Osijek 1984: 
13 Bbl Dh5 14 Ade4 Adf6 15 g4 
Gxe4 16 Dxe4 £5!72 17 Axc5 fxg4 
18 De6 Rxe6 19 dxe6 gxh3 20 
&xh3 Wh4; the consequences were 
unclear. 

Black has no particular problems 
in the line 13 a5 b5 14 axb6 @xb6 15 
Weo2 We7 (or 15...c4 16 Hdl We7 17 
g4, Vyzhmanavin-Chekhov, Sverd- 
lovsk 1987, and now 17...Afd7 = 
looks reasonable, as does 15...0fd7 
16 b3 Exe2 17 Axe2 Kxal 18 He4 
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WF8 19 B2c3 Rxc3 20 Wxc3 Axd5 
21 Wd2 2b7 22 Rb2 with sufficient 
compensation for the sacrificed 
material, but it is not clear whether 
White has more than equality; Tal- 
Hjartarson, Moscow 1990) 16 e4 
G\fd7 17 Dd1 c4!? 18 De3 DeS = 
V.Alterman- Yudasin, Haifa 1993. 

Now Black has to make a princi- 
pled choice between: 

B1) 13...Ab6, leading to a com- 
plex positional struggle, and 

B2) 13...Ae5, after which it is 
practically impossible to escape wild 
complications. 

Instead, the passive 13.../c77! al- 
lows White to gain an advantage eas- 
ily: 14 Qf4 VF8 15 a5 b5 16 axb6 
&\xb6 17 Da5 “Abd7 18 b3 £ N.Nik- 
oli¢-Ademi, Kladovo 1990. 


Bl) 13... 4\b6 (D) 


[ke 
arate 


14 Da 


Black has no hint of a problem af- 
ter 14 Ae3 “Dfd7 (he also gets quite 
an adequate game after 14...8d7 15 
$.d2 Ah5 {in this opening you must 
not play passively; 15...ke7?! 16 
We2 We8 17 Bfel Hd8 18 a5 Ac8 19 


G\c4 &b5 20 b3 + Marovié-Ljubo- 
jevic, Zagreb 1975} 16 a5 Da8 17 
Ph2 f5 18 £4 Rb5 19 RF3 Af6 = 
Spasov-Rajkovic¢, Trstenik 1978) 15 
a5 Da8 16 Ac4 De5 17 AxeS5 Sexe5 
18 Wd3 b5 19 axb6 Axb6 = Pach- 
man-Mecking, Manila IZ 1976. 

His problems are also quite sim- 
ple after 14 Wb3 Axc4 15 Wxc4 
G\d7 16 £4 £5 17 e4 Rd4+ 18 Gh2 
&\f6 = Hertneck-Gheorghiu, Lugano 
1984. 

14: - 6 3.d7 

The provocative 14...2f5 only 
aids White’s plan: 15 g4!? 2d7 16 
S£4 DAc8 17 Wd3 He7 18 Ac4 Re8 
19 We3 Hd7 20 a5 + Van der Ster- 
ren-Short, Amsterdam 1983. 

15 e4 

Also seen: 

a) 15 £47! AhS! (15...c87! 16 
G\c4 We7 17 a5 Dh5 18 Rd2 Rb5 = 
Buslaev-Tal, Tbilisi 1956) 16 Sxd6 
$.xc3 17 Rxb8 Kxb2 18 Ra7 (18 24 
Wxb8 19 gxh5 “xa4 20 Ha2 “c3 21 
Wb3 “xe2+ 22 Sh1 Rg7 23 hxg6 
hxg6 —+ as in Hort-Marovi¢é, Banja 
Luka 1976, does not ease White’s 
situation) 18...A)xa4! (greed is pun- 
ished: 18...$2xal? 19 &xb6 Wxb6 
20 Wxal Exe2 21 Rb1 Wc7 22 Ac4 
with more than enough compensa- 
tion for the pawn; Gheorghiu-Ljubo- 
jevic, Manila 1974) and now White 
should anticipate a troublesome 
time. 

b) 15 a5 @c8 16 @c4 (D) and 
now: 

b1) 16...Wc7 is not convincing: 
17 2d2!? (17 Hel 2b5 18 Wb3 
Sxc4 19 Wxc4 Ad7 20 Wh4 b6 21 


a 
ne 


Ones 
““swere 


BY 


axb6 Xxb6 22 Had We7 = Averbakh- 
Korchnoi, Leningrad 1960) 17...b5 
18 axb6 Axb6 19 AaS Kb5 20 b3! 
(a more precise move than 20 Hel 
fd7 21 Wb3 De5 22 Axb5 axb5 23 
&\c6 “bc4 with equality; Tal-An- 
dersson, Biel IZ 1976) 20...Ka8 21 
Hel V.Kovaéevié-Andersson, Titovo 
Uzice 1978; Black is deprived of 
counterplay and White can gradually 
increase the pressure on his position. 

b2) 16...2b5 17 Wb3 Rxc4 18 
Wxc4 Ad7 19 Ha3 (19 Wd3 De5 20 
We2 Da7 21 Hdl Ab5 = Liberzon- 
Yusupov, Lone Pine 1981, is also not 
dangerous for Black) 19...@e5 (or 
19...Ae7!?2 20 Wa2 ALS 21 e3 HDe5 
22 Hdl Wc7 23 Ha4 Hec8 24 Gh2 
h5 = Rubinetti-Gheorghiu, Buenos 
Aires 1979) 20 Wa2 “a7 21 £4 Ad7 
22 Wicd Wc8 23 e4 b5 24 axb6 Hxb6 
with equality; V.Kovacevic-Ili¢, Yu- 
goslavia 1980. 

c) 15 Wc2 ®xa4! (in the game 
Timoshchenko-Quinteros, Baden- 
Baden 1985, Black postponed this 
combination for a move and still 
equalized: 15...Wc7 16 &d2 @xa4!? 
17 Dxa4 b5 18 Ac3 b4 19 Ac4 bxc3 
20 &xc3 Rb5 21 b3 We7 22 Efel 
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GQ\d7 =) 16 @xa4 b5 17 Wc3 (17 
@xc5 dxc5 18 e4b4 19 Ac4 b3! 20 
Wd3 Bb4 21 2d2 Bxc4 22 Wxc4 
§.b5 with a complex game — Mager- 
ramov) 17...b4 18 $2d2 (Black is 
even better after 18 Ac4?! bxc3 19 
bxc3 $2b5 20 We3 “Ad7 F Godzaev- 
Magerramov, USSR 1987) 18...bxc3 
19 2xc3 =. 

d) 15 Hel Wc7!? (the most relli- 
able; Black cannot settle after either 
15...Axa4 16 Axa4 bS 17 Wf4!? 
We7 18 Axc5 Wxc5 19 Hcl +, or 
15...Ac8 16 Wd3 We7 17 &d2 Da7 
18 Dc4 ADc8 19 a5 once again with 
advantage to White; Hiibner-Wock- 
enfuss, Bundesliga 1984) 16 e4 
&\xa4 17 @xa4 bS 18 AxcS Wxc5 
19 Se3 Wc8! 20 Hcl Wh7 21 2d4 
Ebc8 22 b4 Excl 23 Wxcl Bc8 = 
Akopian- Yudasin, Lvov Z 1990. 

Now we return to the position af- 
ter 15 e4 (D): 


15... We7 
With correct play the following 
simply leads to a transposition: 
15...Ac8 16 Wd3 Wc7 (Black does 
not get enough compensation for 
the pawn after 16...b5?! 17 axb5 
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axb5 18 AaxbS Rxb5 19 Axb5 Ad7 
20 Ac3 AeS 21 We2 Wh6 22 Ha3 + 
Ljubojevi¢-Barlov, Vrsac 1982, nor 
does he equalize in the event of 
16...We7 17 aS Da7 18 Sd2 AbS 19 
“\c4 4xc3 20 &xc3; Birnboim-Lo- 
bron, Randers Z 1982) and White’s 
best chances lie in returning to the 
main variation with 17 8%e3 a7, as 
examined under 15...Wc7. The rea- 
son is that both 17 Bb1?! c4! 18 Wc2 
(18 Wxc4 Wxc4 19 @xc4 b5 20 axb5 
axb5 21 “a5 b4 is a little better for 
Black) 18...b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 b4 
cxb3! 21 Wxb3 b4 22 Wc4 Wxc4 23 
&\xc4 a7 F Ljubojevié-Hulak, Yu- 
goslavia 1981, and 17 &d2 b5!? 18 
axb5 c4! 19 Wxc4 Wxc4 20 Axc4 
axb5 21 DaS b4 22 De2 Axe4 23 
&xb4 $xb2 Reefschlager-Brunner, 
Bundesliga 1986, are more than sat- 
isfactory for Black; 
16 e3(D) 

Again it is not to White’s advan- 
tage to play 18 Hel @c8 17 Wd3 
G\a7 18 Ebl b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 b4 
cxb4 21 Bxb4 We5 22 Ac2 Dg4!? 
23 Ad1 DeS5 and Black seized the 
initiative in Stern-J.Horvath, Buda- 
pest 1991. 
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16 ... Gc8 

An interesting idea, doubtless 
worthy of further investigation, was 
used in Osnos-Moskalenko, Lvov 
1984: 16...Axa4!? 17 Axa4 Dxe4 
18 Dc2 b5 19 Ac3 Axc3 20 bxc3 
Rxc3 21 Hxa6 b4 22 Rf4! Hb6 23 
Exb6 Wxb6 with compensation for 
the knight. 

17 Wd3 b5!? 

a) 17...c4promises nothing good 
for Black: 18 @xc4 b5 19 @d2 bxa4 
20 Wxa6 Dg4 21 hxe4 Rxc3 22 
Efcl (22 bxc3 $2b5) 22...Wa5 23 
Wxa5 &xa5 24 c4 with a clear 
advantage for White, Hulak-Gobet; 
Reggio Emilia 1983. 

b) 17...Aa7 deserves attention, 
although White most probably pre- 
serves the better chances, for exam- 
ple 18 Kfcl bS 19 b4 c4 and now: 

bl) Black has no problems in the 
event of 20 Wfl bxa4!? 21 Axc4 
Exb4 (21...b5 is also interesting: 
22 Dxa4 Axe4 23 Rxe4 Rxal 24 
Gd2 2c3 25 Wd3 {or 25 @h2 Rxd2 
26 Exc7 @xc7 27 Rxd2 Exe4 28 
Wal ®e8 F Glek-Belinkov, corr. 
1986) 25...Hbc8 26 Db6 {26 Db1? 
is simply bad: 26...&xe4 27 Wxe4 
QF5 28 WE3 Qxbl 29 Bxbl Rd4 F} 
26...£5! 27 Axc8 {Ginting-Lukov, 
Thessaloniki OL 1988) and after 
27...fxe4!? 28 Axe4 Bxc8 29 Axc3 
&\xc3 30 &d2 a draw is already not 
far off) 22 @xd6 (another interesting 
possibility for White: 22 ®a2!? Kb7 
23 eS dxeS 24 d6 Wb8 25 Sxb7 
Wxb7 26 @a5 Wa8 with compensa- 
tion) 22...Wxd6 23 Rxa7 Axe4 24 
G\xe4 Ebxe4 25 2c5 Wxd5 26 


Sixe4 Wxe4 with an excellent game 
for Black; Quinteros-Kir.Georgiev, 
Thessaloniki OL 1984, and 20 We2 
bxa4! 21 @xc4 Ab5 22 Axb5 S2xb5 
23 e5 dxe5 24 Wa2 2f8 F Korchnoi- 
Franco, Lucerne OL 1982 also leads 
to a pleasant result. 

b2) 20 Wd2!? (the only move that 
preserves hopes of an advantage) 
20...bxa4 21 Axc4! Wxc4 22 &xa7 


Ebc8 23 e5! and White had the in-- 


itiative in Birnboim-Griinfeld, Israel 


Ch 1986. 
18 axb5 c4 
19 Wxc4 Wxe4 
20 @®xc4 axb5 
21 Dd2 b4 
22 Adil Rb5 
23 Hel 2d3 
24 f3 “\d7 
25 fl Rc2 


with good compensation for the 
pawn; Quinteros-Gheorghiu, Novi 
Sad OL 1982. 


B2) 13 ... De5 
14 Da3 @h5 (D) 

Inreply to 14...%c7, White’s best 
retort of all is 15 Hel (things get 
complicated after 15 £47! ®ed7 16 
e4 {or 16 &d2 c4!? 17 Hcl b5 18 
axb5 axb5 and definitely not 19 b4? 
because of 19...Wa7+)} 16...c4! 17 
Re3 Dh5 18 &f2 cS, the result be- 
ing not unadvantageous for Black) 
15...c4 16 $2e3 DhS 17 a5 £5 18 Rb6 
We7 19 £4 Dd7 20 Rf2 b5 21 axb6 
&\xb6 22 e4 + Hiibner-Torre, Lenin- 
grad IZ 1973. 

The move 14...8d7!? deserves 
further study, forexample 15 £4 Ah5 
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16 fxe5 (16 @h2 b5!) 16...8xe5 17 
2419 (or 17 De4 £5 18 Ags Axg3 
Ginting-Antonio, Thessaloniki OL 
1988, and even after the improve- 
ment 19 Hf2!? bS 20 axbS axbS 21 
&\e6 Wh4 one cannot give this posi- 
tion a comprehensive assessment) 
17...Ag3 18 Bf2 (18 Ac47! is fatal: 
18...2xc3 19 bxc3 Rxg4! 20 Wd3 
{20 hxg4 @xe2+ 21 Gh2 Wh4+ 22 
Sh3 We3+} 20...Axe2+ 21 Phi 
4\)xcl —+ Saeed-Norwood, London 
1985) 18...b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 Wc2 
b4 21 “bl and White’s chances are 
preferable. 
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15 e4 

The strongest and most principled 
move. White frees e2 for the queen 
and threatens to hinder his opponent 
significantly with a headlong pawn 
advance on the kingside. Less pow- 
erful alternatives: 

a) 15 247! Wh4! (15... 2xg47! 16 
hxg4 Wh4 17 gxh5 Dg4 18 Rf4 
Sze5 19 Wd3 Rxf4 20 Wh3 +-) 16 
“\e4 (White must be at his most 
careful; 16 gxh5? S&xh3 17 S2xh3 
Wxh3 18 S£4 DF3+! 19 exf3 HeS! 
—+) 16...h6 17 gxh5 (or 17 f3 f5 18 
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Gxd6 fxg4 19 xe8 gxh3 — Tseshk- 
ovsky) 17...2xh3 18 Dg3 DAg4 19 
$.f4 2d4! with the most powerful of 
attacks; Kakageldiev-Tseshkovsky, 
USSR 1978. 

b) 15 £47! ®xg3!? (15...0d7 16 
Ph? £5 17 Hel Dhf6 18 Ac4 Abé6 = 
is not bad either) 16 fxe5 Rxe5! (in- 
stead of the text move Kapengut sug- 
gests 16...0xfl 17 Wxfl b5!? 18 
axb5 axb5 19 Waxb5 Rxe5 20 Ha7 
Eb7 21 Exb7 Rxb7 22 Rf4 a6 F) 
17 Ac4 Rxc3 18 bxc3 b5 19 axb5 
axb5 20 He3 Axfl 21 Axfl Wh4 F 
Donner-Ree, Amsterdam 1979. 

c) 15 e3 f5 16 Hbl 2d7 17 b4 
cxb4 18 Bxb4 Wa5 19 ®a2 b5! 20 
$2d2 We7 21 axb5 axb5 = Osnos- 
Stein, Tbilisi 1966. 

d) 15 Rd2 £5 16 e3 (16 Ebi £4! 
17 Rxf4 Axf4 18 gxf4 Wh4!? Kap- 
engut) 16...S2d7 =. 

e) 15 @h2 £5 (the overly active 
15...g5?! draws Black into difficul- 
ties: 16 Ac2 g4 17 De3 £5 18 hxg4 
fxg4 19 Ded b5 20 Eh1! h6 21 axb5 
Exb5 22 Wc2 Hf8 23 Ygl with ad- 
vantage; Szabo-Christiansen, Hast- 
ings 1981) 16 £4 (Black would seize 
the initiative after the cautious 16 
$.d2 2d7 17 Hbl b5 18 axb5 axb5 
19 b4 We7 20 Hel £4!) 16...0£7 
(16...b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 Waxb5 
GF7 19 Da7 Bb6 20 Axc8 Wxc8 is 
also interesting, Schmidt-Rohrbach, 
Bundesliga 1987) 17 e3 Sd7 18 
Wd3 Af6 =. 

15... §.d7!? 

Black did not arrive at this cun- 
ning move, introduced into prac- 
tice by Nunn, straight away, but 


only after experiencing failures in 
other continuations. Let us examine 
them: 

a) 15...c4?! 16 Re3 We7 17 a5! 
Wxa5 18 @xc4 We7 19 Axe5 Sxe5 
20 Wd2 2d7 21 De2 with advan- 
tage; Marovic-Soos, Rome 1982. 

b) 15...f5 16 exf5 Sxf5 17 24 
$.x24!? (White easily repulses the 
attack after 17...Axg4?! 18 hxg4 
Wh4 19 exf5 Re5 20 Hel Wh2+ 21 
Sfl Rd4 22 Bxe8+ Hxe8 23 Wed 
Efs 24 Wh3 +-) 18 hxg4 Wh4 19 
gxh5 Hf8 20 h6! (abrilliant move, as 
the pawn on h6 will greatly assist 
White’s plans; 20 25? is signifi- 
cantly weaker in view of 20...Wxg5 
21 De4 Wh4 22 Wb3 Hf4 with a 
strong attack; Kharlamov-Dvoirys, 
Cheliabinsk 1980) 20...&h8 (D) and 
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bl) 21 Des?! Ded 22 Wxg4 
Wxg4 23 Dc4 (or 23 Ac2 Hf3! 24 
G5 Bf5 25 £4 We2 26 Hf2 Wd1+ 27 
@h2 Exg5!) 23...b5! (but not 
23...E&be8? 24 Acxd6 He5 25 Ha3 
Exd5 26 Hg3) 24 axb5S axb5 25 
“\cxd6 Eb6! (25...2e5!? leads to an 
unclear game: 26 Se3 {26 Ha7? 


Wh4 27 Kg7+ @h8 28 £4 Sd4+ 29 
Ef2 Wxh6-—+ Akopov-K.Grigorian, 
USSR 1977} 26...Wh4 27 f4 Bxf4 
28 &xf4 Rxf4 29 Exf4 Wxf4) 26 
Ste3 ReS 27 Ha7 Hxd6! 28 Axd6 
Sxd6 29 Hg7+ Gh8 30 Hal Wh4 
and Black has an obvious advantage, 
Kivlan-Petkevich, Riga 1974. 

b2) 21 Ac4! (a beautiful move) 
21...Ag4 (the variation becomes 
practically forced, and it is difficult 
for either side to diverge; both 
21...Wxc4? 22 De4 and 21...axc4 
22 Wd3! are bad) 22 Wxg4! Wxg4 23 
G\xd6 S2e5 (Black’s situation is im- 
proved by neither 23...b5 24 axb5 
axb5 25 @dxb5 S2e5 26 Had Wh5 27 
f4+ V.Kovaéevié, nor 23...s2d4 24 
S\ce4 Hf3 25 Ha3! Hbf8 26 Exf3 
Exf3 27 Hel +) 24 Ade4 (Black’s 
problems are eased in the event of 24 
F\ce4 Wh4 25 £4 d4+ 26 Af2 g5) 
24...BF5 (24...8£37! 25 Ags! Ebfs 
26 “xf3 Hxf3 27 Hel and White 
wins; V.Kovacevic-Nemeth, Kar- 
lovac 1979; and 24...b5 is also bad in 
view of 25 axbS axb5 26 d6! Hf3 27 
Eel Hbf8 28 Ad5 +—) 25 &Ke3 Hbfs8 
26 £4! (it’s still not too late to fall 
into a trap: 26 &xc5? Hh5 27 f3 
Ehi+! 28 &xhl Wh4+ mating) 
26...204 (26...&xf4 is not enough: 
27 Rxf4 Rd4+ 28 Af2 Wxf4 29 
G\ce4 Hf5 30 Ha3 and all the white 
pieces meanwhile go to their mon- 
arch’s aid) 27 Hael Hxf4 28 Exf4 
Wxf4 29 Bxd4 cxd4 30 Ad1 Wxh6 
31 d6 g5 32 Adf2 with an obvious 
advantage to White (analysis by 
Kapengut). 

c) 15...2£8 (D) and now: 
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cl) 16 He1?! leads to unpleasant 
consequences for White: 16...f5 
(perhaps 16...8d7 17 S&f1 £5 18 exf5 
&xf5 with initiative, is no less pow- 
erful, but 19 £47! @xg3 20 fxe5 
&\xf1 21 Rxfl Wh4 —+ led White to 
catastrophe in Scholseth-Andonov, 
Saint John 1988) 17 exf5 &xf5 18 
Exe5?! &xe5 19 g4 b5! 20 axb5 
axb5 21 Aaxb5 (or 21 He2?! Rxg! 
22 hxg4 Wh4 23 2e3 &h2+ 24 Sf1 
Exf2+! 25 &xf2 Hf8 and Black 
wins; V.Kovacevi¢-Horvath, Yugo- 
slavia 1980) 21...8&d7 22 “Axd6 
Rxd6 23 He4 RF4 24 gxh5 Wh4 and 
Black’s attack can scarcely be re- 
pulsed. 

c2) 16 g4 Wh4! 17 gxh5 &xh3 
18 h6 Sh8 19 We2 (19 De27! is 
weaker because of 19...£5 20 exf5 
Exf5 21 Ag3 Ebf8! 22 Axf5 Exf5 + 
Scheeren-Timman, Holland 1980) 
19...£5 20 Ac2 Ebe8 with sufficient 
compensation. 

c3) 16 @h2 is without a doubt the 
best move: 

c31) 16...2d7!? is interesting, 
but probably insufficient: 17 We2 
We8 (or 17...b5 18 axb5 axb5 19 
Gaxb5 &xb5 20 Axb5 Wd7 21 Ac3 


72 Fianchetto: Main Line 


c4 22 94 Af6 23 £4 Dd3 24 e5 dxe5 
25 {5 with advantage; Birnboim- 
Kunze, Lugano 1989) 18 g4! (Black 
is fine after 18 a5 £5 19 £4 DFT ~) 
18...55 19 axb5 f5 (19...axb5 20 
gxhS b4 21 £4 bxc3 22 bxc3 and the 
knight is trapped) 20 exf5 gxf5 21 
gxh5 £4 22 £3 axb5 23 h6! &xh6 24 
Be4 b4 25 Ac4 Axc4 26 Wxc4 Rb5 
27 Wc2 + Kapetanovi¢é-Martié, Corr 
1986. 

c32) 16...£5 17 £4 b5!? (when you 
take off the head, don’t mourn the 
loss of the hair; White has a clear ad- 
vantage in a quiet position after 
17...fxe4 18 Axe4!? AT 19 Dc4 
Gf6 20 a5 xe4 21 S2xe4 d7 22 
EHa2 Sb5 23 b3 Ki.Georgiev-Al- 
exakis, Corfu 1991) 18 axb5 (but not 
18 fxe5 because of 18...Axg3! 19 
Bxg3 Bxe5+20Hf2 Wh4+ 21 Sg 
W 23 22 Hf3 Wh2+ with an attack for 
Black: Birnboim-Arnason, Randers 
Z 1982) 18...axb5 19 Baxb5 fxe4 
with another division: 

c321) 20 %a7!? leads to unclear 
complications, e.g. 20...2d7!? (if 
20...0£3+ then 21 &xf3 exf3 22 
&\c6 Wd7 23 £5! Hb7 24 g4 leads to 
an advantage for White, whilst 
20...e3 21 We2 Axg3 22 &xg3 25! 
23 £5! Bxf5 24 Wxe3 deserves a 
great deal of attention, and now in- 
stead of 24...Wd7?! 25 Ac6 Ebe8 26 
Wxg5 h6 27 WhS 2g6 28 Bxf8+ 
Exf8 29 We2 with a winning posi- 
tion for White, Alburt-Olafsson, 
Reykjavik 1982, Black should have 
continued 24...4\c4!? with an un- 
clear game) 21 fxe5 @xg3 22 Bxf8+ 
Wxf8 23 Ac6 Bxc6 24 dxc6 sxe5 


25 Wd5+ Bh8 26 Wxe5+! dxe5 27 
&xg3 — analysis by Timman. 

c322) 20 &xe4 2d7 21 We2 
W/b6 22 a3 Ebe8. Now Korchnoi- 
Kasparov, Lucerne OL 1982, is a 
good illustration of Black’s tactical 
possibilities: 23 &d2? Wxb2! 24 
fxe5 Rxe5 25 Ac4 DAxg3 26 Hxf8+ 
Exf8 27 Wel Dxe4+ 28 Se2 We2 
29 Dxe5 Hf2+ 30 Wxf2 Axf2 31 
Ha2 WS 32 Dxd7 Ad3! F. How- 
ever, after 23 Wg2!, Kasparov sim- 
ply evaluates the position as better 
for White. 

Now we return to the position af- 
ter 15...$2d7 (D): 


4 O ole 


16 a5!? 

Practically forced; only White 
will have problems after 16 g4 b5 17 
axb5 axb5 18 @c2 (nor can White 
organise his position after 18 @axb5 
$.xb5 19 AxbS Hxb5 20 gxh5 Wh4 
21 hxg6 hxg6 F) 18...b4 19 De2 
Wh4!? 20 De3 £5 with an attack, or 
16 £49! @xg3 17 fxe5 Sexe5 18 Dc4 
Rd4+ 19 Gh2 Axfl+ 20 Wxfl b5! 
21 Axd6 BeS+ 22 Rf4 W6 23 
&\xe8 Wxf4+ + Kuligowski-Levitt, 
Bundesliga 1987. 


16... Wxa5 
5)f6 (D) 


Ws 
‘ A Ay, Z Y . 


18 g5 
Wild complications with unclear 
consequences arise after the further 
moves 18 £4 Aexg4!? 19 hxg4 Axg4 
(19...2x24!7) 20 R£3 h5 21 £5! Wd8 
22 Rxg4 Wh4! 23 Dc2 Wg3+ 24 
Phil Be5 25 We2 hxg4 26 Weg2 
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Wh4+ 27 &g1 93 28 De3 bS Vaulin- 
Obukhov, USSR 1988. 


18... GYh5 
19 f4 “\c4 
20 ®xc4! Wxal 
21 “xd6 2d4+ 
22 Gh2 He7 


Stronger than 22...&xc3 23 bxc3 
Wxc3 24 Hf3 Wd4 25 Bd3 Wad 26 
Wd2! Wb4 27 We3 c4 28 Ra3 Wad 
29 Hc3 + Heinbuch-Klinger, Bunde 
1985. 

23 Wf3 bS 
24 e5 b4 

and the mutual balancing act on a 
tightrope continues; Hulak-Nunn, 
Toluca IZ 1982. 


In resumé, one may note that both 
13...Ab6 and 13...Ae5 have equal 
rights to existence. 
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1d4 4f62¢4c53d5e64 Ac3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 
6 e4 g6 (D) 

I can honestly say that I can’t 
imagine how you can play the 
Modern Benoni without the bishop 
on g/, but nevertheless you do see 
6...e7 and then: 7 Af3 (7 sd3 0-0 
8 Dge2 a6 9 0-0 Ab4 10 Kbl 
He8 11 DAg3 RF8 12 Rg5h6 13 RL4 
+ Khalafov-Osnos, Moscow 1979) 
7...0-0 8 Se2 Aa6 9 DAd2 Ae8 10 
&\c4 Hb8 11 a4 £ Manni-Gustafs- 
son, Helsinki 1992. 
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Now after 7 @f3 we arrive in the 
so-called Classical System (A70- 
A79), after 7 £4 the Four Pawns At- 
tack arises (A66-A69), but in this 
chapter (A65) White usually em- 
ploys one of three moves: 

A) 7 &£4 

B) 7 &d3 

C) 7 f3 


Before discussing these continu- 
ations in detail, a few words about 
two continuations which aren’t very 
popular: 

a) Quite rarely White plays 7 g3 
and then 7...$227 8 S2g2 0-0 9 Age2 
a6 (or 9...Be8 10 0-0 {10 a4!? 4) 
10...b5 11 AxbS5 Axed 12 Rxe4 
Exe4 13 Dec3 He8 14 Ri4 RB 15 
Wd2 a6 16 a3 @d7 © Murey-Quin- 
teros, New York 1983) 10 a4 Abd7 
11 0-0 He8 12 h3 (12 Hb1 c4!7 13 b3 
Gc5 14 bxc4 Afxe4 15 Axe4 Axe4 
16 2a3 Wc7 is also possible, with at 
least an equal game; Genov- Dzhan- 
dzhgava, Antwerp 1992) 12...b8 13 
a5 (13 g4 leads to an unclear game: 
13...b5 14 axb5 axb5 15 Ag3 De5 
16 g5 Dfd7 17 £4 Ac4 Antoshin- 
Korchnoi, Riga 1970) 13...b5 (after 
13...He59! 14 £4 Ded7 15 g4 the in- 
itiative is safely in White’s hands; 
Keres-Hromadka, Prague 1937) 14 
axb6 Wxb6 = ECO. 

b) Black has no problems after 7 
Sb5+, e.g. 7...Abd7 8 RF4 (for 8 
G\£3!7 $27 see A70) 8...Dh5 9 Re3 
S27 10 g4 Ahf6 11 g5 DAhS 12 Re2 
0-0 13 &xh5 gxh5 14 Wxh5 Wa5 
with an excellent game for the pawn. 


A) 7 &£4 a6 


I cannot recommend 7...Ah5 8 
Be3 2p79 Re2 AV6 10 D3 0-0 11 


G&\d2 a6 12 a4 “bd7 13 0-0 He8 14 
Wce2 + Forintos-Szalanczy, Hungary 
1981. 

After 7...8227 we very frequently 
transpose to other systems, for ex- 
ample: 

a) 8 Wa4+ &d7 (the overly ex- 
travagant 8...&e77! leads Black into 
great difficulties: 9 Af3 He8 10 2b5 
&\bd7 11 0-0 a6 12 Efel Abé6 13 
/b3! {stronger than 13 e5!? dxe5 14 
Wa3 Sf8 15 Rxe8 exf4 16 Wxc5+ 
Bg8 17 Ra4 Dxa4 18 Axa4 Dxd5 
with only a small advantage for 
White; Korchnoi-Ljubojevi¢é, Bath 
1973} 13...axb5 14 AxbS + Tal) 9 
/b3 Wc7 10 AF3 leads to A61. 

b) 8 2b5+ Rd7 9 Re2 We7 (a 
better square for the queen than c7, 
for example 9...Wc7 10 Af3 0-0 11 
0-0 a6 12 e5! dxe5 13 AxeS Wd8 14 
Rf3 Bb5 15 Hel + Geller-Suetin, 
Leningrad 1960) 10 @f3 (or 10 Wb3 
b5! =) 10...0-0 11 0-0 &g4 12 Ad2 
Sxe2 13 Wxe2 DhS 14 Re3 Ad7 
leads to A72. 

c) 8 Df3 relates to A70. 

8 Df3 b5 

Other moves do not guarantee 
Black an easy life: 

a) White preserves a small ad- 
vantage after 8...224 9 Wa4+ (Black 
has no problems after 9 2e2 b5!? 
{ stronger than 9...@bd7 10 0-0 @h5 
11 Rg5 Re7 12 Rh6 RF8 13 Rg5 
$ie7 14 &e3 0-0 15 Ad2 Rxe2 16 
Wxe2 b5 17 a4 b4 18 Ad! + Tarjan- 
Kudrin, USA Ch 1983} 10 e5 &xf3 
11 &xf3 dxe5 12 Rxe5 Rd6 13 
&2xf6 Wxf6 = Bellén-Hulak, Indone- 
sia 1982) 9...Abd7 10 Ad2 b5 11 
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Wc2 and Black does not achieve 
equality after either 11...Ab6 12 h3 
Rd7 13 a4 bxa4 14 Dc4 Wh8 15 
&\xb6 Wxb6 16 Axa4 Wb8 17 &c4 
$27 18 0-0 £ Mohr-Lobron, Bun- 
desliga 1987, or 11...Qh5 12 Re3 
G\b6 13 a4!7 b4 14 Achl &g7 15 a5 
Qc8 16 Ac4 t. 

b) The risky 8...We7 can bring 
huge complications, for example 9 
Se2 Abd7 10 0-0 b5 (or 10...8227 
11 Ad2 0-0 12 Ac4 Axe4 13 Axe4 
Wxe4 14 2xd6 He8 15 Hel b5 16 
Sf£3 Wxel+ 17 Wxel Hxel+ 18 
Exel 2d4 {but not 18...bxc4 19 
EHe8+ 2f8 20 Sxf8 Axf8 21 d6 Xb8 
22 d7} 19 He8+ &g7 20 Aa5 with 
an initiative; Braga-Manor, London 
1987) 11 S2xb5!? axb5 12 Axb5 
Wd8 13 sSxd6!? (13 eS AhS! 14 
exd6 f6 15 S&d2 &f7 Komarov- 
Agapov, USSR 1987, is unclear) 
13...2xd6 14 Axd6+ Sf8 15 Axc8 
Exc8 16 e5 and White has strong 
pressure. 

c) It is not easy for Black to 
equalize after 8...827 9 Wa4+!? (D): 


A % g 
gy eine 2 


cl) 9...8f8 10 Re2 We7 11 0-0 
&\bd7 12 “d2!? (12 Hfel doesn’t 
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look as convincing due to 12...Ag4! 
13 Wb3 h5 14 a4 Rf6 15 a5 g5! 16 
2d2 DAdeS5 = Zlatiliov-Fedorov, 
Pazardzhik 1988) 12...Ae5 13 223 
g5 14 f4 with initiative — Kapengut. 

c2) 9...Afd7 leads to approxi- 
mately the same result: 10 W/c2 We7 
11a40-0 12 Be2 He8 13 0-0 “fs 14 
Efel Abd7 15 a5  Dydyshko-Kap- 
engut, Minsk 1978. 

c3) 9...@bd7? is a serious error: 
10 &xd6 Wb6 11 DbS! axbS 12 
Wxa8 Wxd6 13 Wxc8+ Ye7 14 
Wxb7 @xe4 15 Bxb5 +-. 

c4) 9...2d7 10 Wb3 (D) (Black’s 
problems are simpler after 10 Wc2 
We7!? {10...%g4 11 Ad2 AhS5 12 
$e3 0-0 13 h3 Sc8 14 g4! Af6 15 
a4 £ Korchnoi-Cebalo, Titograd 
1984} 11 a4 0-0 12 Re2 Rg4 =). 


Wer 


“a 
, 7 
G 


if, 


Now: 


c41) 10...2c8?! 11 a4 0-0 12 
Re2 Ah5 13 Rg5 f6 14 Re3 £5 15 
exf5 gxf5 16 Ag5! + Tarjan-Agzam- 
ov, VrSac 1983. 

c42) 10...2¢47 11 Wxb7! 2xf3 
12 Wxa8 (but not 12 gxf3?! DhS5 13 
2g3 Dxg3 14 hxg3 Dd7 15 Bh3 
De5 16 £4 Af3+ 17 Sf1 0-0 with 


compensation; Forintos-Szalanczy, 
Hungary 1983) 12...Axe4 13 Hcl! 
and now: 

c421) 13...8d4 14 Bc2! Axc3 
(14...Axf2 15 Exf2 2xf2+ 16 @xf2 
£24 17 2b5+! axb5 18 Kel+ Sf8 
19 £h6+ Sg8 20 He7! +— Zsu.Pol- 
gar-Hardicsay, Hungary tt 1984) 15 
gxf3! Axa2 16 &c4 Ab4 17 He2+ 
FB 18 Bh6+ Qp7 19 Bgs +. 

c422) 13...axc3 14 bxc3 Re4 15 
£3 &f5 169429517 Rxg5 Wxg5 18 
Wxb8+ Be7 19 Wc7+ 2d7 20 Bc2 
and White can already take heart as 
he has a big advantage — Zsu.Polgar. 

c43) 10...b5 11 &xd6 b4 and 
now: 

c431) 12 a4?! is rather dubious 
for White: 12...Axe4 13 We3 (13 
$2xc5?! Axc5 14 AxcS We7+ 15 
We3 Sxb2) 13...&xa4 14 Wxe4+ 
@d7 and now neither 15 “@e5+7! 
Sc8B 16 Axf7 (16 Rxc5 Kxe5 17 
Bol 2xb2 18 2b6+ &xcl 19 We4+ 
Sd7 20 2xd8 He8+ 21 Re2 Bxd8 
22 0-0 &d2 F) 16...%e8!, nor 15 
Se5 He8 16 b3 (Krasenkov-Shab- 
alov, Tashkent 1987) 16...We7! 17 
0-0-0 Rxe5 18 AxeS+ Wxe5 19 
Wxe5 Bxe5 20 bxa4 &d6 (Shabalov) 
can solve White’s problems. 

c432) Huge complications which 
are not unfavourable for White fol- 
low 12 e5 bxc3 13 exf6 cxb2 (prob- 
ably more exact than 13...82xf6 14 
bxc3 Rf5 15 Rxc5!? Ad7 16 2b4 
a5 17 2d6 a4 18 Wb4 Wa5 19 cl 
Sd8 20 &b5 He8+ 21 Sd2 Wh6 22 
&4\d4 + Flear-Lamoureux, Belfort 
1988) 14 Wxb2 (but not 14 We3+ 
Se6 15 Bb1 Qxf6 16 ReS Wxd5! 17 


Rxf6 WES 18 2d3 Wxf6 19 Re4 
Ha7 20 Wxc5 He7 +) 14...2xf6 15 
Ste5 We7 (White also preserves his 
advantage after 15...S2xe5 16 Wxe5+ 
We7 17 0-0-0 Wxe5 18 Axe5 0-0 19 
Sc42b5 20 Bhel + Flear-Stefans- 
son, Hastings 1987) 16 d6 (promis- 
ing more than 16 0-0-0 &xe5 17 
Wxe5 Wxe5 18 AxeS Ra4 19 Hd2 
4\d7 = Sosonko-Lobron, Bad Kis- 
singen 1981) 16...2xe5 17 Axe5 
Wf6 18 0-0-0 0-0 19 g3 with a small 
advantage. 

c433) 12 Ad1!? Axe4 13 We3 
Rf5 14 Bxc5 Wa5!? (or 14...Wxd5 
15 Bcl Ad7 16 &xb4 Wb7 17 2a3 
2f8 18 Bxf8 Sxf8 19 Wd4 Moi- 
seev-Efimov, Ulan Ude 1988) 15 
$2.d4 b3+ 16 Ac3 0-0 17 Rxg7 &xg7 
18 Wd4+ with a clear advantage to 
White. 

c44) 10...Wc7 11 e5! (in Korch- 
noi-Suba, Beersheba 1988, an un- 
successful combination led White to 
defeat: 11 2xd6?! Wxd6 12 Wxb7 
0-0 13 eS 2c8!! 14 Wxa8 Wb6 15 
$.xa6 $2.xa6 16 0-0-0 Ag4 and now 
Black is clearly better) 11...0h5 
(11...dxe5?! 12 2xe5 Wc8 13 De4 
G\xe4 14 2xg7 Hg8 15 Bh6 + Fe- 
dorowicz-Seret, Cannes 1987) 12 
exd6 Wa5 (or 12...Wc8 13 Re3 0-0 
14 a4 24 15 Le2 Ad7 16 0-0 De5 
17 Wd1l Axf3+ 18 Rxf3 Rxf3 19 
Wxf3 Kd8 20 De4 + Fedorowicz- 
Hjartarson, Reykjavik 1986) 13 2d2 
Wb4 14 2e2!7 0-0 15 0-0 He8 16 
EKfel a5 17 Wc2 with an obvious ad- 
vantage for White; Ginsburg-Roos, 
Toronto 1984. 

c45) 10...We7 (D) and now: 
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c451) Matters are relatively sim- 
ple for Black after 11 Wxb7 Axe4 12 
Gxe4 (12 0-0-0 is dangerous for 
White: 12...8xc3! 13 bxc3 Wf6 14 
§.d2 0-0 15 Wxa8 @xc3 16 Hel 2F5 
with an attack — Suba) 12...Wxe4+ 
13 Re3 Wb4+ 14 Wxb4 cxb4 15 
G\d4 0-0 16 &c4 a5 17 0-0 Da6 18 
b3 “c5 = Eingorn-Psakhis, USSR 
Ch (Riga) 1985. 

c452) Black also has no prob- 
lems after 11 e5 dxe5 12 &xe5 0-0 
13 Re2 Red 14 d6 Web 15 Wxe6 
S.xe6 16 Ags £d7 17 0-0 Ac6 with 
an equal position; Timman-Roman- 
ishin, Brussels 1986. 

c453) 11 2e2 (this quiet move 
presents Black with the biggest 
problems) 11...b5 12 0-0. Now there 
is a further branching-out: 

c4531) Who would envy Black 
after 12...b4?! 13 e5! dxe5 14 2xe5 
bxc3 15 Wb7? 

c4532) 12...0-0 13 e5! dxe5S 14 
Gxe5 S.£5 (14...c4 15 Wd1 b4 16 d6! 
We6 17 Sxc4 WES 18 De2 Ah5 19 
24 We4 20 2d5 +— Tarjan-D.Gure- 
vich, USA Ch 1984) 15 S2£3 c4 16 
Wd1 + Khalifman-Psakhis, Sverd- 
lovsk 1987. 
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c4533) 12...%g4!? (the least of 
the various evils) 13 e5 dxeS 14 
&\xe5 (stronger than 14 &xe5?! 0-0 
15 Bfel Abd7 16 Sg3 c4 17 Wdl 
Wc5 and Black seized the initiative 
in the game Pekarek-Romanishin, 
Tbilisi 1986) 14...c4 15 We2 S2xe2 
16 d6 Wb7 17 Wxe2 0-0 18 h3 Abd7 
19 &xd7 &xd7 20 Efel with a small 
advantage. 

Now we return to the position af- 
ter 8...b5 (D) in the main line: 
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9 We2!?(D) 

White has a large enough choice 
of continuations, but none of them 
except the text move aspire to an ad- 
vantage, for example: 

a) 9 &d3 Rg4 10 h3 Rxf3 11 
Wxf3 2g7 120-0 0-013 Efel (or 13 
e5 dxe5 14 2xe5 Abd7 =) 13...He8 
14 a4 b4 15 Dd1 Dd7 16 We2 a5 17 
S.c4 Ha7 = Legky-Levin, Nikolaev 
1987. 

b) 9 Wc2 2g7 10a4!7 b4 11 Ad1 
0-0 12 Re2 We7 13 Ad2 He8 with 
equality; Kalantarian-Moldobaev, 
USSR 1988 

c) 9 Ad2 2g7 10 Re20-011 0-0 
Ge8 12 Rg3 £5 13 exf5 Rxf5 14 


$2.24 Dd7 = Safin-Gelfand, Krama- 
torsk 1989, is just as inoffensive. 

c) 9 e5, which is not dangerous 
for Black either, enjoys a great deal 
of popularity. A possible continu- 
ation: 9...dxe5 10 @xe5 (or 10 Rxe5 
$2.27 11 g3 0-012 Rg2 &b7 13 0-0 
Gxd5 14 Bed e3!? 15 Wxd8 Exd8 
Zaichik-Lukin, Sochi 1980, and 
White should have played 16 @xc5! 
with equality) 10...2d6(10...2g7!7 
is not bad either, for example 11 
Se2 0-0 12 Rf3 g5!7 13 Rg3 24 14 
G\xe4 Axed 15 Rxg4 Rxg4 16 
Wxe4 £5 17 WE4 b4 18 De2 Wxd5 
19 0-0 4\c6 and Black wields the in- 
itiative) 11 Re2 0-0 12 0-0 He8 
(12...b4 is less successful: 13 4c6! 
We7 14 2xd6 Wxd6 15 Da4 Dbd7 
16 2£3 2b7 17 Wb3 = Schiissler- 
T.Petrosian, Tallinn 1983) 13 “c6 
Gxc6 14 Rxd6 Wxd6 (14...2d4!? 
15 Rxc5 Axe2+ 16 Axe2 Wxd5 is 
also sufficient for equality) 15 dxc6 
Wxd1 16 &xd1 Re6 17 RF3 Hac8 
with an equal position; Yusupov- 
Sax, Linares 1983. 
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After 9 We2 Black has two princi- 
pal choices: 


Al) 9...2e7 
A2) 9...Ah5 


Firstly, here are the other options: 

a) 9...$.277 10 2xd6 Wxd6 11 e5 
We7 12 d6 We6 13 Ags Wed 14 £3! 
Wxg5 15 exf6+ Sf8 16 We7+ Sg8 
17 We8+ £8 18 Wxc8 is winning 
for White — Agdestein. 

b) 9...b4? 10 eS. 

c) 9...We7? 10 S.xd6 Wxd6 11 e5 
We7 12 exf6 +. 

d) 9...a7 looks a bit strange, but 
it may not be that bad. After 10 e5 
Black may try: 

dl) 10...He7 is interesting: 11 
Se3 (11 Rg5 Beg7 12 Des? Axe4 
13 &xe7 Wa5+) 11...dxe5 (Black 
loses immediately after the careless 
11...Ag4? 12 De4 dxe5 13 d6 Hd7 
14 Sg5 £6 15 Axf6+! Axf6 16 
&\xe5 +— Kuuksmaa-Salceanu, Corr 
1978) 12 Rxc5 e4! 13 Sxe7 Kxe7 
14 @d2 0-0 15 0-0-0 &£5 with some 
compensation for the exchange. 

d2) 10...dxe5 11 &xe5 (if White 
wishes, he can be content with a 
small advantage with the safe con- 
tinuation 11 0-0-0 &d6 12 225 h6 
13 2xf6 Wxf6 14 Ded We7 15 
“\xd6+ Wxd6 16 Wxe5+ Wxe5 17 
&\xe5 0-0 18 2d3) 11..Be7 12 d6 
Ke6 (12...Wxd6 13 2xd6 Bxe2+ 14 
SRxe2 &xd6 15 0-0 &b7 16 a4 b4 
17 Ab1 Ac6 18 Abd2 + Zlatilov- 
Palkovi, Andorra 1991 is not suffi- 
cient for equality) 13 Ag5 &g7! 14 
xe6 Rxe6 15 WF3 0-0 16 Re2 He8 
17 0-0 Abd7 and again Black has 
compensation for the exchange, but 
it is not definitely sufficient. 


6 e4: Introduction 79 


This clumsy-looking move pre- 
sents White with the greatest prob- 
lems in his quest for an advantage. 

10 We2 

White’s searches have also led 
him in the following directions: 

a) 10 2h6?! Ag4 11 Wd2 b4. 

b) 10 0-0-0 0-0 (10...@hS is also 
not bad: 11 Rh6 Rg4 12 e5 Rxf3 13 
Wxf3 25+ 14 2xg5 Wxg5+ 15 
bl, and now not 15...Wxe5 due to 
16 Rxb5+! Sf8 17 Rc6 Ha7 18 
Ehel Wf5+ 19 Ae4 with an advan- 
tage to White, Benjamin-D.Gure- 
vich, USA 1985, but instead 15...0-0 
16 exd6 @d7 with an unclear game) 
11 e5 Dg! 12 Ae4 dxe5 13 Axe5 
GYxe5 14 Rxe5 Ad7 15 Rf4 He8 16 
We2 “Af6 is equal; Alburt-D.Gure- 
vich, USA 1986. 

c) 10e5dxe5 11 Rxe5 Abd7 12 
0-0-0 (White 1s already in difficulties 
after 12 223 0-0 13 d6 He8! 14 dxe7 
Exe7 15 DeS5 b4!) 12...Axe5 13 
Nxe5 Wd6 14 Dc6 Rd7 (14... Sf8 
also deserves attention, since 15 
G\xe7?! Wxe7 16 Wxe7+ &xe7 17 
d6+ @d7 is not dangerous for Black, 
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whilst 15 g3 &b7 16 Rg2 He8 leads 
to an equal game) 15 a4 (or 15 De4 
G\xe4 16 Wxe4 Sf8 = Tarjan-de Fir- 
mian, USA 1984) 15...b4 16 De4 
“xe4 17 Wxe4 Sf8 18 Axe7 Wxe7 
19 WE4 &g7 20 b3 Rf5 with mutual 
chances; Lputian-Khuzman, Sverd- 
lovsk 1987. 

10: ses 0-0 

11 Re2 

Black has a good game after 11 a4 

b4 12 @d1 b3! 13 We4 Abd7 14 Ka3 
Eb8 15 Exb3 Hxb3 16 Wxb3 “Axe4 
Flear-Renet, Hastings 1987. 

11 ... EHe8 

Another possibility is 11...224 

12 0-0 He8 13 h3 Rxf3 14 Rxf3 
Q\bd7 15 a4 Wb6 16 b3 £8 17 axbS 
axb5 18 Exa8 Exa8 19 e2, Fe- 
dorowicz-Renet, Cannes 1987, and 
now 19...4a5! would have led to 


equality. 
12 “Ad2 RB 
13 0-0 &Nbd7 
14 HEfel Eb8 
15 b3 De5 
16 a4 b4 
17 Adi QNh5!? 
18 &xh5 gxh5 
19 Sb2 N86 


with an interesting and unclear 
game; Flear-Schulte, Oakham 1988. 


A2) 9 ... QNh5 
10 Rg5 Re7 

I don’t think that 10...f6 eases 
Black’s task; 11 e3 S2e7 (or 
11...0d7 12 g4 Ag7 13 h4! Db6 14 
G\d2 h5 15 gxh5 @xh5 16 Bgl Sf7 
17 f4 + Petursson-Portisch, Reyk- 
javik 1988) 12 @d2 0-0 13 g4 Ag7 


14 £4 b4 15 Ad! £5 16 exf5 Rh4+ 
17 £2 Ke8 18 He3 gxf5 19 h3 Ad7 
20 &g2 + Schroer-Sax, Montreal 
1986. 

11 &h6 (D) 
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a) 11...b4 gives White extra pos- 
sibilities, for example 12 @d1 Sf8 
13 Rxf8 Sxf8 14 Ad2 Bg7 15 
G\e3 He8 16 g3 a5 17 KR g2 Ra6 18 
&\dc4 £ McCambridge-Lobron, 
Dortmund 1982. 

b) White also has an advantage 
after 11...f6 12 Ad2!? Sf7 13 g4 
G\g7 14 Re2 He8 15 0-0 RB 16 £4 
GY£5!9 (16...4g8 17 h3 2b7 18 Wr2 
+) 17 gxf5 &xh6 18 fxg6+ hxg6 19 
e5! with a strong attack; Gershko- 
vich-Kozin, USSR 1989. 

c) Nor does Black get any relief 
from 11...5g4 12 e5!? (stronger than 
12 a4 b4 13 Adl BAd7 14 De3 
Ge5!7 15 Axg4 Axg4 16 Rcl RL6 
17 g3 Agdestein-Griinfeld, Jerusa- 
lem 1986, and now 17...Wc7!? 18 
Sh3 DeS 19 Axe5 Rxe5 would 
have led to equality) 12...b4 (but not 
12...2xf3 13 gxf3 2g5? 14 exd6+ 
Bd7 15 Rh3+ £5 16 We6#) 13 De4 


dxe5 14 d6 £8 15 AxcS Wxd6 16 
De4 We7 17 &e3! Ad7 18 Hdl and 
here Black’s position is very difficult 
to defend; Flear-Martin, Hastings 
1987. 
12 We3(D) 

Or 12 S2xf8 Sxf8 13 We3 &g7 14 

Re2 He8 15 Ad2 Af6 =. 
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12>: ae Rxh6 

The position is extremely danger- 
ous for Black after 12...0f6 13 2g5! 
27 (or 13...h6 14 Bh4 g5 15 2g3 
Gh5 16 e5!) 14 e5 dxe5 15 Wxe5+ 
Sf8 (15...We7 16 Wxe7+ Sxe7 17 
0-0-0 £) 16 0-0-0 h6 17 &h4 g5 18 
23 Dbd7 19 Wd6+ g8 20 DeS, 
Christiansen, whilst 12...b4 13 Ad1 
G6 14 Rxf8 Sxf8 15 Wh6+ Sgs 
16 2d3 Dgd 17 Wed &g7 18 0-0 £6 
19 4e3 leads to aclear advantage for 
White in a quiet position; Tarjan-Fe- 
dorowicz, USA Ch 1984. 

13 Wxh6 b4 

Black may also try 13...€d7 and 
then 14 a4 (it would also be interest- 
ing to test 14 g3!? Adf6 15 &g2 b4 
16 Ad1 Axe4 17 0-0 Hef6 18 a3 
with initiative, Agdestein, whilst 14 
S.e2 Wf6 15 0-0 WF4 16 Ags Adf6 
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17 g3 Wd2 18 S&xh5 AxhS 19 e5 
RL5 20 exd6 Wxb2 21 Kael+ &d7 
led to wild complications in Benja- 
min-Griinfeld, New York 1985) 
14...b4 15 DAd1 DAdf6 16 Rd3 24 
17 %gi!? (quite an unusual vari- 
ation; the heroic white queen is 
trapped after 17 @d2?? Rxd1 18 
Exd1 “g4 —+) 17...Rxd1 18 Exdl 
We7 19 “f3 with a small but tangi- 
ble advantage; Agdestein-Arnason, 
Oslo 1984. 
14 Dd 2g4!? 

Alternatively, 14...Wf6 15 @d2 
Ea7!? (15...%d7 cannot sort Black 
out: 16 a4! @d8 17 g3 Rg4 18 De3 
R319 e5! dxeS5 20 Axf3 Wxf3 21 
$.¢2 Wf6 22 d6 + Yusupov-Dolma- 
tov, Minsk 1987) 16 $2c4 He7 17 0-0 
G\d7 with a satisfactory position. 


15 Dd2 2xd1 
16 Hxdl Wt6 
17 Dc4 “\d7 
18 Re2 a4 
19 Qf3 De5 
20 Axe5 Wxe5 
21 0-0 c4 

22 Hd2 Ec8 


with an unclear game; Lputian- 
Magerramov, Uzhgorod 1988. 


B) 7 2d3 


An interesting system begins with 
this move. White will place the 
knight on e2 to keep the path open 
for the f-pawn. White’s initiative 
on the kingside can then become 
very dangerous. To neutralize these 
threats Black must play precisely 
and cold-bloodedly. 
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1 és Rg7 
8 Dege2 0-0 
9 0-0 (D) 


Occasionally White postpones 
castling, but this doesn’t bring him 
any particular dividends. For exam- 
ple 9 @g3 a6 10 a4 Dg4!? 11 h3 
Ge5 12 Re2 Wh4 =, or 9 Rg5 a6 10 
a4 @bd7 11 Dg3h6 12 Rf4 He’ 13 
0-0 DeS5 14 Re2 Rd7 15h3 g5= 
Yusupov-Kasparov, USSR tt 1980. 
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Two moves deserve close atten- 
tion here: 

Bl) 9...4a6 

B2) 9...a6 


A simple list of the moves Black 
has used in place of these two moves 
would take up at least two columns. 
We shall only look at the most 
widely used: 

a) 9...Wb6?! (an absurd square 
for the queen) 10 @h1 He8 11 £3 
G\bd7 12 Hbl a6 13 a4 Bb8 14 
G\a2!? with an excellent game; 
Miles-Fries Nielsen, Esbjerg 1986. 

b) 9...2e8 (too passive a move, 
which gives White too much free- 
dom for action) 10 %e3 @d7 (or 


10...b6 11 Wd2 2a6 12 &g5! Wd7 
13 £4 ®c7 14 £5! Re5 15 Rh6 He8 
16 8f3 + Nenashev-Blodshtein, 
Tashkent 1992) 11 £4 a6 12 a3!? (12 
a4 b6 13 Hbl We7 14 2f2 Adf6 15 
h3 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 b4! + is not 
bad either) 12...b6 (12...b5 13 b4) 13 
Wd2 Ha7 14 Hael Hc7 15 a4! Ha7 
16 ®g3 We7 17 We2 + Kasparov- 
Yurtaev, Moscow 1977. 

c) 9...Ag4 10 h3 (Black manages 
to equalize after 10 &f4 Da6 11 
Wd2 AeS5 12 Rc2 Ac4 13 Wel Nb4 
14 2b1 DeS 15 Wdl Wa5 = Miles- 
Perenyi, Porz 1986) 10...Ae5 11 
$2.c2 Da6 and now: 

cl) 12f4 can be met by: 

cll) 12...2c4 13 b3 (Black is not 
endangered by 13 @hl b5 14 b3 
&\b6 15 &b2 %c7 with a roughly 
equal game; Arduman-Ghinda, Ko- 
motini 1993) 13...Aa5 14 a3 (14 
$2.e3 b5! 15 e5 dxe5 16 AxbS5 exf4 
17 Rxf4 Wb6! 18 Dbc3 c4+ leads to 
an unclear position; Vilela-Andres, 
Havana 1987) 14...b5 15 Hb1 b4 16 
G\a2!? bxa3 17 Rxa3 Hb8 18 Gh2 
$.d7 19 “g3 with a small advantage 
to White; Serper-Nenashev, Novosi- 
birsk 1989. 

c12) 12...A0d7!2 13 2e3 Dc7 14 
a4 a6 15 Acl He8 16 Kf2 Hb8 17 
&\b3!? b6 18 Wf3 2b7 19 Had1 and 
White has the more active position; 
Arkhipov-Tsarev, USSR 1988. 

c2) 12 a3! (a good precaution- 
ary move, limiting the opposition’s 
pieces) 12...2b8 13 f4 Ac4 14 Rd3 
@®xb2!? (14...b5 15 Axb5! +) 15 
Rxb2 c4 16 Sxc4 Wb6+ 17 Ghl 
Wxb2 and now both 18 e5!? Wb6 


(18...dxe5?? 19 “a4 +—) 19 e6 and 
18 &xa6 Rxc3 19 Axc3 Wxc3 20 
§.d3 Knaak-Schneider, Stara Zagora 
Z 1990, lead to an advantage for 
Black. 

d) 9...b6 (D) and now White has 
played: 
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dl) 10 Ag3 Dg4!? (10...£2.a6!7 is 
not bad either: 11 $2xa6 @xa6 12 £4 
c4! 13 &e3 Ac5 14 Rd4 He8 =) 11 
h3 (White lost unexpectedly quickly 
in Flear-Velimirovic, Zenica 1987 
after 11 a4? Wh4 12 h3 @®xf2! 13 
Bxf2 d4+ 14 SF3 h5! 15 “Df5 
gxf5 16 exf5 Ad7 17 Wel De5+) 
11...Ae5 12 Re2 Ra6 13 £4 Ac4 14 
Wa4 “a5 with chances for both 
sides. 

d2) 10£47! He8 11 Ag3 Ag 12 
G\ce2 (12 Wf3 2d4+ 13 @hl Axh2 
—+) 12...c4! with an excellent game. 

d3) 10 Hb1 S2a6 11 2xa6 Axa6 
12 a3 He8 13 £3 Ac7 14 ReS5 Wd7 
15 b4 Kab8 16 Wd2 + Rivas-Bellon, 
Torremolinos 1983. 

d4) 10 h3 &a6 11 Rg5 (or 11 
G\g3 2xd3 12 Wxd3 a6 13 a4 DAbd7 
14 £4 Wce7 15 We4 Hfe8 with an 
equal position; Chekhov-Gdanski, 
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Warsaw 1990) and Black can now 
equalize: 

d41) 11...8xd3 12 Wxd3 @bd7 
13 £4.a6 14 a4 Wc7 15 b3 (15 Ghl 
Efe8 16 Ag3 h6 17 Rxf6 Axf6 18 
Ead1 c4 = G.Garcia-Quinteros, Li- 
nares 1981) 15... fe8 16 Wc4 Wb7 
is level. 

d42) 11...W0o7!? 12 @hl xd3 
13 Wxd3 c4 14 Wd2 Abd7 15 f4 bS! 
= Haik-Hulak, Saint Maxime 1982. 

d5) 10 a4!?: 

d51) In the event of 10...s2a6 
White is well prepared: 11 “b5! 
Rxb5 (or 11...Abd7 12 Aec3 We7 
13 Hel DeS5 14 Re2 We8 15 £4 
Q\d7 16 R£3 + Knaak-Suetin, Sochi 
1980) 12 axb5 Abd7 (12...c4 only 
creates weaknesses in Black’s posi- 
tion: 13 &c2 He8 14 Ac3 We7 15 
EKa4 Abd7 16h3 Hec8 17 Re3 Kab8 
18 Wal &b7 19 Wa2 + Seirawan-An- 
drijevi¢é, Lugano 1988) 13 @c3 He8 
14 Ha4 We7 15 Rd2 h5 16 S&e2 + 
Knaak-Bonsch, E.Germany 1980. 

d52) 10...4\a6 11 h3 (11 S2g5 de- 
serves attention, e.g. 11...ab4 12 
$2c4 a6 13 Wd2 We8 14 Ag3 Ag4 
15 Ste2! £6 16 R£4 WeS5 17 Re3! 
Rd7 18 £4 AE7 19 £5! with a distinct 
plus for White; Seirawan-Fedoro- 
wicz, USA Ch 1987) 11...Ab4 12 
$.b1 He8 (12...$2a6!? 13 2g5 Wd7 
is possibly stronger) 13 S2g5 h6 14 
Sh4! (a significant improvement in 
comparison with 14 Se3 a6 15 
Wd2 Gh7 16 Hel He7 17 £4 Wd7 18 
a5 Wb7! 19 22 Hae8 = Knaak-Dol- 
matov, E.Germany tt 1981) 14...2a6 
15 £4 Wd7 16 Sxf6! Rxf6 17 e5 
dxe5 18 f5 and Black faces a hard 
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defence; Knaak-Tseshkovsky, Telex 
1982. 
d6) 10 &g5!? (D) is strong: 


1aaw Key 
- a Ama 


2B ie 


d61) 10...h6 only weakens the 
kingside, for example 11 &h4 (11 
&f4 is less dangerous for Black: 
11...2a6 12 a4 {or 12 Ag3 Rxd3 13 
Wxd3 a6 14 Kael Ag4 15 h3 DeS 
16 Rxe5 dxe5!? 17 a4 Dc! = Kas- 
parov-Ghitescu, Malta OL 1980} 
12...%e8 13 h3 We7 14 Dg3 c4!7 15 
Rc2 Abd7 16 Wd2 W8 17 Re3 
&\c5 18 £3 @fd7 is equal; Beyen-Tal, 
Skopje OL 1972, but the alternative 
11 S.xf6!? deserves attention, for 
example 11...Wxf6 12 f4 2a6 13 e5 
dxe5 14 Ae4 Wh4 15 f5 with an at- 
tack; Marin-Pares, Roses 1992) 
11...8%a6 12 £4 2xd3 13 Wxd3 
G\bd7 14 a4 a6 15 Shl Wc7 16 
Rxf6!? Bxf6 17 e5 dxe5 18 £5 and 
Black is not to be envied. 

d62) 10...2a6 11 £4!? (Black’s 
problems are simplified after 11 
Rxa6 Axa6 12 £3 h6 13 Rh4 Wd7 
14 Wd3 @c7 with equality; Vilela- 
Yap, Havana 1985) 11...8xd3 12 
Wxd3 @bd7 13 Ph1 a6 14 a4 We7 
15 Hadi Efe8 16 “g3 c4 17 WF3 


and here White’s position is more 
active. 

e) 9...He8. White can continue 
thus: 

el) 10 £47!c4!11 2c2 Ag! 12 
4\d4 Wb6 13 Dce2 Dab 14 h3 “Af6 
with an advantage to Black. 

e2) 10h3 a6 (10...$2d7!? also de- 
serves attention: 11 &g5 Wec7 12 
Wd2 c4 13 Rc2 b5 14 a3 Da6 15 
&\e3 b4 16 axb4 @®xb4 17 bl 
Eeb8! 18 #h2 Ad3 19 Ha2 Ac5 = 
Spassky-Ljubojevic, Manila IZ 
1976) 11 a4 Wbd7 is examined in 
B2. 

e3) 10 Ag3 Rd7 (after 10...Ag4 
11 h3 De5 12 Re2 a6 13 a4 Wh4 
14 &e3 h6 15 Wel Ded7 16 Wd2 
White’s chances are preferable; Vo- 
gel-Magomedov, Berlin 1992) 11 
h3 We7 12 We2!? h5 13 Hel Daé! 
14 2e3, Marin-Danailov, Manresa 
1990, which should have continued 
14...Hac8 15 Had1 c4 16 &2c2b5 17 
a3 Wc5 18 Rd4 a5 =. 

e4) 10 Ph1!2c4 11 Rc2 Hab 12 
$2.25 h6 13 &e3 Rd7 14 Wd2b5 15 
a3 “c5 16 £3 h5S 17 Dd4 with a small 
advantage; Ribli-Gheorghiu, Riga 
IZ 1979. 

e5) 10 f£3!? is a good reply to the 
rook move; White safely defends 
the e4 pawn and prepares for active 
operations on the queenside: 10...b6 
(White has the more pleasant posi- 
tion after 10...a6 11 a4 Abd7 12 Sh1 
We7 13 Bbl Hb8 14 b4) 11 Eb1 2a6 
12 b4 Rxd3 13 Wxd3 Abd7 14 RF4 
Be5 15 Rxe5 Exe5 16 bxc5 bxc5 17 
Wa6! + Spraggett-Suetin, Vienna 
1990. 


4)a6 (D) 


BB ‘a SgwaEe 


10 h3 

a) 10 $2g¢5 h6 (more precise than 
10...2d7 11 Wd2 Bc8 12 Hael c4 13 
Rc2 He8 14 h3 b5 15 a3 Wc5 16 
G\g3 a5 17 Ad1!  Chekhov-Cvitan, 
Warsaw 1990) 11 &f4 (White might 
prefer 11 S2h4, for example 11...g5 
12 &¢3 Ah5 13 Wd2 Ac7 1404 a6 
15 £4 gxf4 16 Rxf4 Axf4 17 Dxf4 
Re5 18 Hf3 De8 gives chances for 
both sides) 11...Ag4! 12 Bcl Ac7 =, 
but after 13 Ag3?! Axh2! 14 2xd6 
Wxd6 15 @xh2 b5! 16 b3 hS Black 
seizes the initiative; Olafsson-Gel- 
fand, New York 1989. 

b) 10 a3 He8 11 h3 c4! 12 Qc2 
Gc5 13 Dg3 h5 14 g5 Wh6 15 
EKbl Ah7 16 2e3 h4 =. 

c) 10 £47! Wb6 11 Phi He8 12 
\g3 24 13 Wd2 Qd7 14h3 Bac8 
15 We2 h5S = Ershov-Kagan, Corr 
1980. 

d) 10 Ag3 Dg4!? 11 h3 Ded 12 
Re2!? (12 f4 DAxd3 13 Wxd3 Ab4 
=) 12...Wh4 13 Se3 £5 14 exf5 Rxf5 
15 @xf5 exf5 16 £4 Dg6 with a rea- 
sonable position for Black. 

e) 10 £3 and now: 
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el) 10...2d7 11 2g5 (in Khalif- 
man-Smirin, Sverdlovsk 1987, Black 
equalized after 11 a3 Hb8 12 Hbl 
Wa5 13 Gh b5 14 2d2c4 15 Rc2 
We7 16 Rf4 Bfe8 17 Ad4 cS) 
11...Bc8 12 &c4! Ac7 13 a4 a6 14 
a5 h6 (White also has a more prom- 
ising position after 14...Qb5 15 
Wd3 Ad4 16 Hfcl + Miles-Vasi- 
ukov, Reykjavik 1980) 15 S2e3 2b5 
16 b3 Dd7 17 Wd2 Bh7 18 £4 b6 19 
G\g3 + Rivas-Suba, Spain 1980. 

e2) 10...Ac7 11 &g5 a6 12 a4 
Eb8 13 Wd2 b5 14 axb5 axb5 15 
b4!? a6 (15...cxb4 16 a2) 16 Da2 
He8 17 Habl + Griinberg-Ki.Geor- 
giev, Varna 1982. 

10 ... He8!? (D) 

After White has played h3, the 
rook move looks even better, After 
other moves White usually seizes the 
initiative, for example: 

a) 10...2c7 11 a4: 

al) 11...b6 12 &g5 h6 (White has 
an advantage after both 12...a6 13 £4 
Ee8 14 Wel h6 15 &h4 Wd7 16 
Ed1 $2b7 17 &xf6! 2xf6 18 e5 dxe5 
19 £5 g5 20 We4 + Knaak-Meduna, 
Halle 1978, and 12...Wd7 13 £4 2b7 
14 Hbl h6 15 Bh4 Hac8 16 Sc4 
Efe8 17 Dg3 a6 18 Rxf6 Lxf6 19 
e5 dxe5 20 £5 &g7 21 d6 + Sideif 
Zade-Mi.Tseitlin, USSR 1981) 13 
Sh4 a6 14 £4 Wd7 15 2xa6 Dxa6 
16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 Dh7 18 2f6! 
Rxf6 19 exf6 Wd6 20 Wd2 Axf6 21 
Wxh6 + BaSagi¢-Barlov, Yugoslavia 
Ch 1984. 

a2) 11...a6 12 2g5! (Black has 
an excellent game after 12 “g3 Hb8 
13 S2£4 {13 £49! bS! 14 axb5 axb5 15 
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WF3 b4 16 Ad1 Ab5 17 Rxb5 Exb5 
18 De3 DAd7 F) 13...b5 14 axb5 
axb5 15 Wd2 He8 16 b4!? cxb4 17 
GNa2 Gxd5! 18 exd5 Axd5 19 Rg5 
Wa5 Grigore-Istratescu, Bucharest 
1992) 12...Bb8 13 £4 We8 14 2c2! 
h6 15 Rxf6 Sxf6 165! dxe5 17 £5 
+ Knaak-Anastasian, Erevan 1988. 

b) White also has an active posi- 
tion after 10...8%d7 11 2£4!9 (or 11 
a4 Bc8 12 Bg5 c4 13 S&c2 Ac5 14 
Wd2 He8 15 Dg3 a6 16 WF4! + 
Knaak-Sznapik, E.Germany-Po- 
land 1982) 11...Ae8 12 Wd2 Eb8 13 
25 £6 14 Re3 Ab4 15 Bb1 b5 16 
f4 2h6 17 a3 Da6 18 Rd3 + Zait- 
sev-Rashkovsky, Sochi 1976. 

c) 10...Kb8, deserves attention, 
for example 11 a3 He8 12 Ag3 “Ac7 
13 $2d2 b5 14 b4 @d7 15 £45! with 
a complex game; Tunik-Ibragimov, 
Budapest 1992. 


B 


7 
i 


Yih 
ZuG 
Ss, 


11 “Ag3 
Thrusting the bishop forward is 
no longer dangerous: 11 S2g5 h6 12 
$.h4c4! 13 Rc2 Ac5 14 £3 Rd7 15 
S£2 Ah5 16 Rd4 Se5 17 b4 cxb3 
18 axb3 a5 = Haik-Kasparov, Evry 
sim 1989. 


1h 4% Ne7 

It isnoteasy for White to gain an 
advantage after 11...b8, for exam- 
ple 12 a4 (12 £4c4!7 13 Bxc4 b5! — 
Kapengut) 12...Ab4 13 S&b1 (13 
$ac4 Ad7!9 14 £4 Wh4 =) 13...a6 14 
f4 b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 Wf3 2b7 = 
Aaron-Stein, Stockholm IZ 1962. 

12 a4 

Or 12 Rf4 a6 13 a4 Hb8 14 a5 b5 
15 axb6 Exb6 16 “a4 Hb7 17 Ebi 
Gb5 = Ivkov-Najdorf, Havana 1966. 

12 &g5 deserves attention, for ex- 
ample 12...h6 13 2f4 a6 14 Wd2 
Bh7 15 a3 AbS (15...b5 16 b4 +) 16 
G\xb5 axb5 17 Hael £ Kasparov- 
Morgulev, USSR 1979. 

12: 3 b6 

White has a small advantage after 
12...2d7 13 Rg5h6 14 RF4 We7 15 
Wd2 WF8 16 Hael Dh7 17 Re3 + 
Sadler-Prasad, London 1987. 

13 Hel Ra6 
14 f4!? 

Black’s position 1s already prefer- 
able after 14 @b5?! Rxb5 15 axb5 
G\d7 16 £4 a6! 17 bxa6 b5 18 e5 c4 
19 &e4 @xa6 Knaak-Pokojowczyk, 
E.Germany-Poland 1980. 


14 ... Rxd3 
15 Wxd3 a6 
16 Hdl G\d7 
17 e5 dxe5 
18 f5 


with sufficient play for the pawn; 
Markauss-Zaermann, Corr 1987. 


B2) 9 ... a6 
10 a4 G\bd7 (D) 
a) If 10...b6, White gains control 
of the initiative very simply: 11 h3 


Gbd7 12 Dg3 We7 13 Re3 c4 14 
S.c2 Bb8 15 £4 AWc5 16 e5! De8 17 
Wd2 with strong pressure. 

b) The position is also better for 
White after 10..0Ag4 11 h3 (11 
RI4!2 AeS 12 &c2 Abd7 13 b3 c4 
14 b4 a5 15 Hbl He8 16 Wd2 axb4 
17 Exb4 Ha6 18 £3  Miles-Lobron, 
Lucerne tt 1985) 11...Ae5 12 S&c2 
G\bd7 13 Hb1 (Black has good coun- 
terplay after 13 b3?! c4! 14 b4 a5! 
15 Bb1 axb4 16 Exb4 Wc5 17 Re3 
&\ed3 Chekhov-Tseshkovsky, Vil- 
nius 1980) 13...Ac4 14 b3 Aa5 15 
Re3 Hb8 16 £4 We7 17 &5! b5 18 
axb5 axb5 19 We4 dxe5 20 f5 f6 21 
G\2g3 + Ghitescu-Giurezu, Skopje 
1988. 

c) 10...Wc7 usually leads to the 
main variation after a transposition 
of moves, but sometimes the game 
can follow an original route, for ex- 
ample 11 b3 (11 h3 “bd7 leads to 
10...A\bd7) 11...Abd7 12 @h1 He8 
13 £3 Hb8 14.5 b5 15 axb6 Axb6!? 
(15...Bxb6 16 &2d2 AeS 17 Sc2 + 
Miles-Griinfeld, Riga IZ 1979) 16 
Rc2 Afd7 =. 

d) 10...&e8 gives White a choice 
between the safe 11 f3!? = and 11 
5)g3 De4!? 12h3 DeS 13 Re2 Wh4 
14 Wel c4 15 £4 Ad3 16 Rxd3 cxd3 
17 We3 Rxh3! Sideif Zade-Dumi- 
trache, Baku 1988, when the game 
should be a draw after 18 gxh3 2d4! 
19 Wxd4 Wxg3+ 20 Gh1 Wxh3+. 

11 h3 

Others: 

a) Black has various ways to 
achieve a good game after 11 225, 
for example: 
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Ae 


FG 


WZ a 


al) 11..8e8 12 Wd2 We7 13 
Phil Hb8 14 Hacl c4 15 Rc2 b5 16 
axb5 axb5 17 f3 b4 18 Ad1 Ac5 
with a double-edged position; Razu- 
vaev-Psakhis, Vilnius 1980. 

a2) 11...Wco7 12 Shl (12 b3 De5 
13 &c2 Eb8 14 a5 b5 15 axb6 Wxb6 
16h3 a5! = Meulders-Griinfeld, Am- 
sterdam 1982) 12...8b8!? 13 Hcl 
Ge5 14 £4 DAxd3 15 Wxd3 b5 16 
axb5 axb5 and Black is close to 
capturing the initiative; Hartston- 
Nunn, London 1981. 

b) 11 £4 cannot be recommended 
because of 11...c4!? 12 &xc4 Ag4 
when Black holds the initiative. 

c) Blackis also well in order after 
11 Ag3 We7 12 Hel (or 12 We2 He8 
13 £4 Db6!? {but not 13...c47! 14 
Rxc4 Ac5 15 e5! dxe5 16 £5 e4 17 
Sg5 We5 18 2f4 + Bilek-Stein, 
Amsterdam IZ 1964} 14 f5 c4 15 
S&b1 Abxd5 with a sharp game) 
12...c4 13 Rfl Hb8 14 a5 He’ 15 
Se3 h5!? 16 f3 h4 17 Dhl bS5S 18 
axb6 Axb6 19 AF2 Abd7 = Cam- 
pos-Rivas, Leon 1989. 

d) White preserves good chances 
for a small advantage after the quiet 
11 £3, for example: 
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d1) 11...Be8 12 a5 DhS 13 g4! 
Ahf6 14 Dg3 h6 15 Rf4 DeS 16 
S.e2 b5 17 axb6 Wxb6 18 Wd2 + 
Miles-Kestler, Baden-Baden 1981. 

d2) 11...&b8 12 2e3 He8 13 Wd2 
Ge5 14 Efbl Axd3 15 Wxd3 Dd7 
16 b4 with a slight plus for White; 
Renet-Haik, Clichy 1986. 

d3) 11...We7 12 aS De5S (another 
idea is 12...b5!?) 13 2b1 2d7 14 
Wb3 Hab8 15 f4c4 16 Wdl Aeg4 17 
Phi b5 18 axb6 Wxb6 19 Wel + 
Granda-Barlov, Zagreb IZ 1987. 

11... We7 (D) 

After 11...Be8: 

a) 12 Dg3: 

al) 12...&b8 13 a5 (or 13 £4!7) 
13...h5 14 Hel !? (14 $225 b5 15 axb6 
Wxb6 16 Ha2 Ae5 17 Re2 Dh7 18 
§.e3 h4 = Pinter-Kasparov, French 
League 1993) 14...h4 15 “fl Dh7 
16 ®e3 + Pinter. 

a2) 12...h5!? is interesting, e.g. 
13 £4h4 14 Dh1 c4 15 Bc2 Ac5 16 
G\f2 @h5 = Arkhipov-A.Kuzmin, 
Moscow 1989. 

b) 12 Se3 leads to a complicated 
game: 12...0e5 13 &2c2 Hb8 14 Wl 
®h5 15 £4 Dc4 16 &cl Wh4 with 
an attack; Olafsson-Minasian, Mos- 
cow 1989. 

c) White has recently success- 
fully used 12 $2.25!? Hb8 (or 12...h6 
13 Re3 He5 14 Bc2 Hb8 15 Wel h5 
16 2g5 c4.17 WE4 b5 18 axb5 axb5 
19 &d4 with an obvious advantage; 
Korchnoi-Kamsky, Biel IZ 1993) 13 
Phil h6 14 Bh4 He5 15 £419 Axd3 
16 Wxd3 $2d7 17 e5 dxe5 18 fxe5 
Exe5 19 &g3 £ Goldin-Pigusov, 
Novosibirsk 1993. 


A 
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12 f4(D) 

Wild complications arose in Zak- 
harov-Psakhis, Volgograd 1977, af- 
ter 12 @hl He8 13 f4 c4 14 Rc2 
Ac5 (14...2b8!7) 15 Ag3 Bb8 16 
e5! dxe5 17 fxe5 Afd7 18 d6 Wc6 19 
G\h5! b5!! 20 axb5 axb5 21 Axg7 
&.b7. 

Black must also play with preci- 
sion after 12 Ag3: 

a) 12...He8, trying to hold back 
the opponent’s onslaught in the cen- 
tre, is not so effective. 13 f4 c4 14 
.c2 and now: 

al) 14...Ac5 15 Wf3 (15 Gh is 
less clear: 15...h5 16 e5! dxe5 17 f5 
G\d3! 18 fxg6 fxg6 19 &xd3 cxd3 20 
$2.25! e4 21 d6 Wxd6 22 2xf6 Wxg3 
23 Wb3+ 2e6 24 Wxb7 Poluliak- 
hov-Hever, Budapest 1992, and now 
24...2h6! 25 Axed Wb8 26 Web 
Wc8 27 Wd6 Wd7 would have given 
White a small advantage) 15...0fd7 
16 $2e3 b5 17 axb5 Hb8 18 Wr2 
axb5 19 e5! dxe5 (19...b4 20 Ace4 
Gyxe4 21 Axe4 dxe5 22 £5 Df8 23 £6 
+ Gheorghiu-Quinteros, Lone Pine 
1980) 20 £5 2b7 21 Had1 2a8.22 
G\ce4 and White’s initiative is not 
easy to contain; at least Tal did not 


Vi 


manage to do so in Penrose-Tal, 
Leipzig OL 1960. — 

a2) 14...Bb8 15 Wf3 b5 16 axb5 
axb5 17 Re3 b4 18 Ha7 Wd8 19 
G\a4!? and White’s position is pref- 
erable. 

b) 12...&b8!? (giving the impres- 
sion of preparing for counterplay on 
the queenside is most important) 
13 We2 (or 13 Re3 c4 14 Rc2 Ac5 
15 £4 Dfd7 16 Rd4 Rxd4+ 17 Wxd4 
b5 18 axb5 axb5 19 Hael £6! = Tour- 
neur-Kovaéevic, Paris Ch 1992) 
13...He8 14 %e3!72h5!? 15 £4 h4 16 
&\h1 @h5 with mutual chances. 


xf xe 
7h 5) TS 
2 A Mh 


7 ae 


| ee Eb8 
13 2e3 
Black has a reasonable game after 
13 Ag3 c4 14 Rc2 b5 15 axb5 axb5 
16 &e3 bé4 (it is simple for White to 
act in the event of 16...2c5, for ex- 
ample 17 e5! ®e8 {or 17...afd7?! 
18 e6! fxe6 19 dxe6 DAf6 20 f5 b4 
21 @d5 Ghitescu-Marasescu, Ro- 
mania 1983} 18 @h1 b4 19 a4 +) 
17 @ce2 (Black’s house is also in or- 
der after 17 Ha7 Wd8 18 “a4 Bb5 
19 b3 c3 20 We2 Ha5 21 Bxa5S Wxa5 
22 Dd4 He8 @ Bertok-Portisch, 
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Stockholm IZ 1962) 17...Ac5 18 
“\d4 2b7 19 Wf3 Gess-Danner, 
Reggio Emilia 1980, and by continu- 
ing 19...b3!? 20 2b1 Afd7 Black 
would have obtained equality. 
13) ws EKe8 
14 Dg3 c4 
Not 14...Axe4?! 15 &xe4 £5 be- 
cause of 16 &xf5 Exe3 17 Re6+ 
Ph8 18 BF3 Bxf3 19 Wxf3 + Knaak- 
Rajkovic, Novi Sad 1979. 
15 2c2 Ae5 
Black should not hurry with 
15...b5?! due to 16 axbS axb5S 17 
Ea7 Wd8 18 Wd2 @Ac5? 19 Rxc5. 
dxc5 20 e5 “@d7 21 d6 and White 
wins; Knaak-Berend, Thessaloniki 
OL 1988. 
16 2d4 
Or 16 Wf3 b5S (16...Afd7?! 17 
WF2 b5 18 axb5 axb5 19 e5) 17 axb5 
axb5 18 e5 dxe5 19 fxeS Hxe5 20 
Sd4 Hg5! and a position arises 
which is also possible after 16 2d4 
with a transposition of moves. 


16 ... b5 
17 axbS5 axb5 
18 f5!? 


This apparently promises White 
more than the popular 18 e5, after 
which one may continue 18...dxe5 
19 fxe5 Bxe5! 20 WF3 and now 
Black can play: 

a) 20...2g¢5 21 Age2! (but not 
21 Age4 Acxe4 22 Rxe4 Aga! 23 
d6 Rxd4+ 24 Ph1 Wxd6 25 Wxf7+ 
@h8 —+ Timman-L jubojevic, Am- 
sterdam 1975, or 21 &xf6? Hxg3 22 
d6 Wxd6 —+) 21...0h5!2 (21... R£5 
is also not bad: 22 We3 &h6 23 WeS! 
Wxe5 24 Bxe5 Rxc2!? 25 Rxbs 
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&\xd5 with enough compensation in 
the game Péhtz-Goldberg, E.Ger- 
man Ch 1986) 22 &xg7 @xg7 
(22...Aaxg7?! 23 d6 Wb7 24 d7! 
Wxd7 25 Wf4 +-) 23 d6 Wxd6 24 
Wxf7+ @h6 25 Had1, Knaak-En- 
ders, E.Germany 1982, and now 
25...\/c6! was possible. 

b) 20...b4 21 &xe5 Wxe5 22 
Kael Wd4+ 23 @hl 2xh3! (not 
23...bxc3? 24 He8+) 24 Ace2 Wxb2 
with an advantage to Black; Kaspar- 
ov-Rachels, New York sim 1988. 


18 ... fs 
19 Wel b4 

20 Rxf6 2xf6 
21 e5 Rxe5 
22 f6 2xf6 
23 Exf6 bxc3 
24 Wh6 


It is very possible that 9...a6 pre- 
sents White with too many attack- 
ing chances, and Black must deny 
him their use, for example with 
9...4)a6!. 


C) 7f3 


The system linked with this move is 
going through a period of renewal at 
the moment, and anybody who is go- 
ing to include the Modern Benoni in 
their opening repertoire must study 
carefully the variations which arise. 
You must give particular importance 
to the positions which can easily be 
reached from the S4misch variation 
of the King’s Indian Defence. 
7 om 2.27 (D) 

Now there are three principal op- 

tions for White: 


Cl) 8 ®gez2, delaying the devel- 
opment of the bishop; 

C2) 8 Re3; 

C3) 8 &g5, the main line. 


wif 


9 Dg3 a6 
You also come across: 
a) 9..h5 10 Qe2 (alternatively, 
10 2g5 Wb6 11 Wd2 Dh7 12 Le3 
G\d7 13 Dge2 DeS5 14 Af4 a6 15 


§$.e2 Wa5 16 0-0 b5 = Gulko-Sprag- 
gett, Hastings 1989) 10...Abd7 (or 
10...h4 11 AFl Dh5 12 g4!) 11 Vg5 
Wa5 (11...a6!? 12 a4 Wc7 deserves 
attention) 12 Wd2 a6 13 0-0! b5 14 
a4 b4 15 @d1 c4 16 Bcl!c3 17 bxc3 
b3 18 @b2 with advantage; Spassky- 
J.Polgar, Budapest 1993. 

b) After 9...0a6 10 Re2 %c7, 
both 11 0-0 Bb8 12 2f4!7 He8 13 
Wd2 b5 14 Phi h5 15 Bg5 Wd7 16 
Eael b4 17 Ad], as in Christian- 
sen-Nunn, Munich 1991, and 11 
$2.25 b5 12 Wd2 2a6 13 a3! Wes 
14 0-0 Ad7 15 &h6, as in Gavri- 
kov-Barlov, Oviedo 1992, guaran- 
tee White a small advantage. 

c) 9...2d7 10 Re2 h5 11 Sg5 © 
We8 (11...Wb6!7) 12 Wd2 (more 


precise than 12 0-0 Ah7 13 &e3 b5 
14 Wd2 h4 15 Ah1 Daé = Chernin- 
Stangl, Altensteig 1991) 12...ah7 
13 2h6, Chernin, and again White’s 
chances are better. 
10 a4 h5 
10...b6 is too passive, and White 
has no problems in developing an in- 
itiative: 11 2e2 Ha7 12 225 h6 13 
Re3 He7 14 Wd2 Gh7 15 0-0 Bfe8 
16 Hab1 + Gavrikov-Schauwecker, 
Swiss Ch 1993. 
11 Re2 
In Gulko-Chiong, Bern 1992, 
Black equalized after 11 &g5 Wa5 
12 Re2 Ah7 13 Rd2 Wd8 14 Le3 
Qd7 15 0-0 HeS5 16 Wd2 h4 17 Dhl 
£5 18 Af2 b6 19 Habl a5!? 20 £4 
G7 21 Kbel Ha7. 
1 cz &\bd7 
11...h4 12 Af1l AhS5 13 g4! gives 
White the initiative. 
12 225 
After 12 0-0 a good reply is 
12...h4 13 Ah1 DhS 14 Ve3 Wd4!? 
15 2xd4 cxd4 16 Wxd4 Weg5 17 
Kad1 f5 with enough compensation; 
Spassky-J.Polgar, Budapest 1993. 
12. 3 We7 
13 Wd2 GNh7 
Or 13...c4 140-0 Bb8 15 2h6 h4 
16 Ah1 bS 17 axb5 axb5 18 ®f2 b4 
with equality; Christiansen-Fedoro- 
wicz, San Francisco 1991. 


14 2h6 Was 
15 &xp7 Sxp7 
16 0-0 Eb8 
17 abl Wa5 
18 Efd1 Wb4 = 


Akhsharumova-Xie Jun, Malay- 
sia 1990. 
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C2) 8 Re3 


0-0 (D) 


9 Wd2 

9 4\ge2 leads to a very interesting 
game: 9...a6 10 a4 Abd7 11 Ag3 
Ge5 (11...h5!7; 11...%e8 12 Re2 We7 
13 0-0 Hb8 14 Wd2 Wa5 15 We2 
GDe5 16 h3 Wb4 17 Da2 Wa5 18 b4 
cxb4 19 Habl &d7 20 Exb4 + 
M.Gurevich-Tal, Jurmala 1985) 12 
Re2 Rd7 (or 12...He8 13 0-0h5 14 
G\h1 @h7 15 @f2 £5 16 Wd2 g5 17 
exf5 S2xf5 18 Kael DF7 19 Ace4 h4 
20 b4 £ Gavrikov-Yurtaev, USSR 
1983) and now: 

a) Both sides have rich tactical 
possibilities after 13 £417 Aeg4 14 
Sd2 h5 15 h3 @h6 (or the overly 
wild 15...h4!? 16 hxg4 hxg3 17 e5 
dxe5 18 fxe5 He8! 19 2F4 {19 exf6 
Wxf6 ¥} 19...b5! 20 axb5 Rxb5 
with an attack; Portisch-J.Polgar, 
Biel IZ 1993) 16 e5 (16 0-0 He8 17 
R£3 DAfg4!? 18 Ace? f5 with initia- 
tive for Black; Topalov-Romero, 
Mesa 1992) 16...Ah7 17 0-0 He8 18 
G\ge4 “£5, with chances for both 
sides, according to Hazai. 

b) Incidentally, 13 h3!? deserves 
a great deal of attention. 
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c) 13 0-0 bS and now: 

cl) 14 h3 Hb8 15 b3 (Black need 
not fear 15 Ef2 Ae8 16 Wd2 Ac4 17 
Sxc4 bxc4 18 Gh2 £5 19 exf5 Rxf5 
20 Axf5 Exf5 21 g4 Hf7 22 Hel 
Gf6 23 S.g5 Wf8 Vyzhmanavin- 
Hebden, Cappelle la Grande 1992) 
15...®e8 16 Hcl Wh4 17 Dhl bxa4 
18 bxa4 Hb4 with equality; Galla- 
gher-Nunn, London Lloyds Bank 
1990. 

c2) Black has no problems after 
14 Wd2 bxa4 15 ®xa4 2b5 16 Hcl 
Eb8 17 Hc2 We8 = Ziiger-Chiong, 
Switzerland 1992. 

c3) Black has more than enough 
play for the pawn in the event of 14 
axb5 axb5 15 Bxa8 Wxa8 16 2xb5 
Rxb5! (16...2b8 17 2xd7 Afxd7 18 
Wc2 Wa6 Spraggett-Hazai, Szirak 
1986, is also reasonable) 17 @xb5 
Wa6 18 Ac3 (18 Aa3 Bbs 19 We2 
&\xd5! 20 exd5 Bxb2 F) 18...2b8 19 
Wo2 Wd3 20 Wf2 Ac4 Nikolaev-Be- 
-lov, Podolsk 1991. 

9 03 a6 

Other moves: 

a) 9...b6 10 a4 a6 11 Dh3 Ab4 
12 Df2 Be8 13 Re2 Rab 14 Rxa6 
Gxa6 15 0-0 Ab4 16 S225 + Serebri- 
anik-Hebden, Vrnjacka Banja 1991. 

b) 9...Aa6 is interesting but al- 
most never seen in practice. White 
should probably continue 10 Age2 
(10 $2xa6 bxa6 promises hardly any- 
thing, and now 11 $2h6? is unsatis- 
factory: 11...Axe4 12 Axe4 Wh4+ 
13 g3 Wxh6 14 Wxh6 &xh6 15 
&\xd6 Hd8 16 We4 Rg7 17d6 Rb7 
+ Christofer-Tolnai, Novi Sad OL 
1990) 10...Ac7 11 Ag3 Hb and 


White should play 12 a4!?, but not 
12 e5?! Dfe8 13 exd6 Axd6 14 
Sixc5 He8+ 15 &f2 Wh4! when 
Black has the initiative; Kern-Honfi, 
Corr 1985. 

c) 9...He8 is possible, for exam- 
ple 10 Age2 (10 h4?! is too optimis- 
tic: 10...a6 11 &h6 Rxh6 12 Wxh6 
b5 13 Age2 Abd7 14 Af4 HeS5 15 
Se2 c4 16 hS Ha7 | Kakageldiev- 
Gufeld, USSR 1982) 10...Abd7 (or 
10...2a6!? 11 Ag3 Ac7 12 Re2 
Eb8 13 a4.a6 140-0b5 15 axb5 axb5 
16 Sh6 b4 with equality; Dam- 
ljanovi¢-Ivanovi¢é, Kladovo 1990) 
11 Ag3 a6 (11...5!7) 12 Re2 b5 13 
a4 bxa4 140-0 Ab6 15 Rg5 Rd7 16 
@h1 We7 17 2d3 and White has the 


initiative; Dydyshko-Ryskin, Kato- 
wice 1993. 
10 a4(D) 


tn 
BV, Ss 
aZ7 
tb nw 


Ueerel? 


a a me 
Y/ 2) 4 


LM, 
Ltihy Yy 


10 ... Ke8 

10...Abd7 allows 11 DAh3, mov- 
ing the knight later to f2. 11...AeS is 
then possible (things turned out bet- 
ter for White from the opening of Al- 
terman-Fishbein, Beersheba 1991, 
after 11...WaS5S 12 Ha3 c4 13 DAf2> 
Ge5 14 Re2 Wc7 15 0-0 b6 16 Ecl 


Eb8 17 b4 cxb3 18 Hxb3 with initia- 
tive, but it is worth looking at 
11...2b8 12 AfF2 HAe8 13 Re2 Ac7 
14 a5 bS 15 axb6 “xb6, Raitevié- 
Hulak, Ni§ 1985, and it is not easy 
for White to gain an advantage) 12 
G\f2 Bb8 (or 12...8d7 13 SLe2 b5 14 
axb5 axb5 15 Hxa8 Wxa8 16 Axb5 
Sxb5 17 &xb5 Hb8 18 Re2 Afd7 
19 Ad1 Wa4 20 Wel + Seirawan- 
Sax, Biel IZ 1985) 13 Re2 Wd7 14 
0-0 b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 b3 b4 17 Dad 
Wc7 18 4b2 and I prefer White’s 
position; Cebalo-Veliékovi¢, VrSac 
1981. 
11 Age2 

11 Be2 h5!? leads us to 8 &g5, 
and 11 a5 presents Black with no 
danger, for example 11...b5 12 axb6 
Wxb6 13 &d3 Abd7 14 Dh3 De5 
15 D2 ADxd3+ 16 Axd3 a5 17 0-0 
8a6 = Kraidman-Har Zvi, Tel Aviv 
1991. 


| 6 ee “Nbd7 
12 @d1 “eS 
13 Dec3 2d7 


White has a small advantage after 
13...Wa5 14 2e2!2 (14 Ha3 “Afd7!? 
15 S2e2 £5 16 0-0 Ab6 17 b3 fxe4 
and Black has already seized the in- 
itiative; Serebrianik-Hebden, Israel 
1992) 14...b5 15 0-0 @fd7 (Black 
should consider 15...$2d7!7) 16 @f2 
b4 (16...A\c4 17 S&xc4 bxc4 18 £4 
Eb8 19 e5! dxe5 20 Afe4 Wh6 21 £5 
+ Meulders-Douven, Netherlands 
1991) 17 Acd1 Ab6 18 Sh6 +. 

14 Qe2 Wa5 
15 0-0!? 

This is stronger than 15 Ha3 Wb4 

16 a5 “c4 17 B2xc4 Wxc4 18 Da2 
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$.b5! and Black’s position is already 
preferable; Krutti-Szalanczi, Ko- 
banya 1992. 

After the text move we face a 
complicated game with chances for 
both sides. 


C3) 8 S&g5(D) 


The most popular move. White 


provokes ...h6, hoping to make use 
of its weakness. 
8 .. 0-0 


Black sometimes delays castling 
for a considerable length of time, for 
example 8...h6 9 2e3 a6 (Black can- 
not organize himself after 9...2\a6 10 
Wd2 Ac7 11 &d3 Hb8 12 a4 a6 13 
Eb1 b5 14 b4! cxb4 15 Exb4 a5 16 
S&xb5+ Axb5 17 Hxb5 + Rogers- 
Danner, Lugano 1989) 10 a4 @bd7 
11 @h3!? (Black’s problems are 
simplified after 11 Age2 We7 12 
Gcl Be5 13 Re2 and now both 
13...Bb8 14 0-0 0-0 15 h3 g5 16 f4 
oxf4 17 Qxf4 Dg6 18 Bh2 b5! Yu 
supov-Lobron, SWIFT rapid 1992, 
and 13...g5 140-0 0-0 15 Wd2 2d7 
T.Georgadze-Psakhis, Vilnius 1981, 
are satisfactory for Black) 11...0e5 
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12 Df2 12...g5 (or 12...Rd7 13 Re2 
g5 14 Wd2 We7 15 a5 Bb8 16 Da4 
Qh5 17 Db6 &b5 18 0-0 0-0 19 b4! 
+ Gulko-Kasparov, Frunze 1981) 
13 Re2 We7 14 h4 DhS 15 hxg5 
hxg5 16 Wd2 Af4 17 Exh8+ Rxh8 
18 &xf4 pxf4 19 Wxf4 DAg6 20 
Wh2 2d7 21 g3!? 0-0-0 22 f4 + 
Korchnoi-Lobron, Bad Kissingen 
1981. 
9 Wd2 

Quite often, especially recently, 
White has tried to get away without 
playing this queen move. Play might 
continue 9 @ge2 h6 (or 9...a6 10 a4 
&bd7 11 Ag3 We7 12 Rc4! HeS 13 
Re2c4 14 Re3 Afd7 15 £4 Dd3+ 
16 &xd3 cxd3 17 0-0 Wc4 18 Bel 
* Adorjan-Sax, Hungary 1984) 10 
Re3 (D) and now: 


AL key 
ae oA 


jt hk 
a 


a Ae j 
Wy ¢ RG & GD 


Yj, WS Yj 
ae ee ae 
YMER7 & 


a) White has a pleasant game af- 
ter the passive 10...b6, for example 
11 a4 Da6 12 Wd2 Gh7 13 DbS 
QNc7 14 Nec3 Afe8 15 &d3 £5 16 0- 
Ofxe4 17 Sxe4 RF5 18 Rxf5 EBxf5 
19 g4 Hf7 20 Ba3 + Partos-Ziiger, 
Biel 1981. 

b) 10...A\bd7 deserves attention, 
when Black should attempt to avoid 


disturbing the queenside pawns, for 
example 11 @cl (or 11 Ag3 De5 12 
Se2 h5 13 0-0 Dh7 14 Wd2h4 15 
GNh1 £5 16 Df2 We 17 £4 Df7 18 
Rd3 2d7 19 a3 Bfe8 20 Hfel Hac8 
with an equal position; Vyzhman- 
avin-Belov, Moscow 1987) 11...h5 
12 Re2 Dh7!? 13 0-0 We7 14 Ad3 
Ge5 15 D2 £5 16 Wd2 a6 17 a4 g5 
18 exf5 &xf5 again with equality; 
Dolmatov-Khalifman, Kiev 1986. 
c) 10...a6 11 a4 Abd7 (in reply to 
11...h5, 12 Af4 looks reasonable, for 
example 12...0bd7 13 Re2 AeS 14 
0-0 2d7 15 Wd2 Hb8 16 a5 We8 17 
G\a4 Rxa4 18 Bxa4 with a small ad- 
vantage; I.Sokolov-Smirin, Elenite 
1993) 12 Ag3 (the most popular 
move, but perhaps not the best; 12 
&\cl1 Dh7 13 Re2 He8 14 Ad3 
GNe5 15 &f2 f5 leads to equality, and 
in Komljenovi¢-Pigusov, Alicante 
1992, the players agreed a draw) 
12...h5! Gust in time! White has 
still not castled and his knight will 
now not have the useful hl square to 
retreat to) 13 Re2 h4 (the slow 
13...Qh7 is weaker: 14 0-0 Hb8 15 
Wd2 We7 16 Ah1 £5 17 DAf2 He5 18 
Eael Wf6 19 f4 Dg4 20 e5! and 
White holds the initiative; Cebalo- 
Thipsay, Yugoslavia-Asia 1984) 14 
Qf1 Ah7 15 @d2 (15 h3is better for 
Black: 15...f5 16 exf5 gxf5 17 Rf4 
He5 18 Ad2 DAg6 19 Ke3 He8 20 
&\c4 b6 21 Wd2 Ha7! Spassov-Be- 
lov, Moscow 1985, and only White 
can have problems after 15 g4 f5 16 
gxf5 gxf5 17 exf5 {or 17 Hgl f4 18 
£2 Ags 19 Ad2 Ah3 + Danailov- 
Marin, Zaragoza 1992} 17...Bxf5 18 


Eel Ph8 19 Wo2 WF8 20 £4 Adf6 
21 Sd3 Dh5!? I.Sokolov-Ki.Geor- 
giev, Elenite 1993) 15...f5! (but not 
15...2d4?7! 16 Ac4 2xe3 17 Axe3 
We5 18 Wd2 Ddf6 19 a5 Hb8 20 
&\c4! Wxg2 21 0-0-0! + Psakhis- 
Ehlvest, Sverdlovsk 1984) 16 exf5 
exf5 17 £4 We7 18 2f2 He8 19 Df3 
h3!? 20 gxh3 Adf6 21 Kgl Ae4 and 
the time has come for White to think 
about defence; Bykhovsky-Gleiz- 
erov, USSR 1986. 

Returning to the position after 9 
Wd2 (D) in the main line: 


18iW Fee 
aac age 


a gt 


| a 
ae Wi 
AR t woo a 


Now Black has two main options: 
C31) 9...a6 
C32) 9...h6 


Other moves have also been tried: 

a) 9...2a6 10 Age2 (10 &c4!? is 
also interesting: 10...A\c7 11 Age2 
and after the nervous 11...b5?! 12 
&xb5! Axb5 13 Axb5 a6 14 a4 
Wd7 15 Dec3 Hfb8 16 0-0 De8 17 
&f4 White, in Korchnoi-Shirazi, 
Lone Pine 1981, achieved a large ad- 
vantage) 10...2d7 (or 10...He8 11 
G\g3 “c7 12 Ste2 We7 13 0-0 a6 14 
EKael!? b5 15 2d1 Wd7 16 2h6 
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S2b7 17 &c2 Hrs 18 WF4 and now 
White’s pressure is very unpleasant; 
Korchnoi-Garcia Padron, Las Pal- 
mas 1981) 11 @g3 He8 (things are 
also unpleasant for Black after 
11...Wb6 12 Re2 Hac8 13 0-0 Gh8 
14 Kael Ags 15 hl Wh4 16 a3 
Wd4 17 Wcl h6 18 &f4 + Ubilava- 
Kapengut, USSR 1982) 12 2e2 
Ec8 13 Sxa6!? bxa6 14 0-0 Bb8 15 
Eabl a5 16 h4 h5 17 Wf4 with a 
small advantage; Dorfman-Tolnai, 
Debrecen 1988. 

b) 9...&2d7. Now 10 Age2 “ab 
11 g3 leads to 9...2a6 and 10 a4 is 
not bad either, for example 10...0a6 
11 2c4 Ab4 12 Age2 a6 13 a5 Bb5 
14 b3 h6 Ionescu-Wahls, Novi Sad 
OL 1990, and now 15 Se3!? de- 
serves attention. 

c) 9...Be8 (this move rarely has 
independent significance and we 
usually come across it in the vari- 
ations C31 and C32) 10 S&e2 (or 10 
a4 Da6 11 2b5 Rd7 12 Age? Rxb5 
13 axb5 Wc7 14 0-0 a6 15 Wd3 Wd7 
= Ionescu-Panno, Dubai OL 1986, 
whilst 10 Age2 a6 {10...Aa6 is ex- 
amined under 9...4\a6} 11 a4 brings 
us to 9...a6) 10...2\a6!? 11 24!7 (11 
S2b5 $2d7 12 Age2 Ac7 13 S23 b5 
= Ilinsky-Dydyshko, Azov 1991) 
11...0c7 12h4b5 13 h5 b4 14 Ad1 
We7 15 Af2 a5 16 Sf1 Ad7 17 Sg2 
G\b5 18 Hel £ Fedorowicz-Dam- 
ljanovic, New York 1987. 


C31) 9 ... a6 
10 a4(D) 
It’s not worth allowing Black to 
get active on the queenside: 10 Age2 
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b5 11 Ag3 Abd7 12 Re2 He8 13 0-0 
c4 (or 13...We7 14 2h6 and now 
14...2h87? is already losing after the 
deadly reply 15 @f5!; Chernin- Yer- 
molinsky, Groningen PCA 1993) 14 
Bhl We7 15 Rh6 Kh8 16 acl 
G\c5 = Rajkovié-Cvitan, Yugoslavia 
tt 1989. 


10 ... Ke8 

Black is waiting for 11 Age2 and 
only then does he wish to develop 
the knight. Also possible: 

a) 10...Wa5 11 Ha3 Wc7 12 DAge2 
Bbd7 13 Dg3 c4 14 Be2 NeS 15 
Re3 h5 16 0-0 Rd7 17 a5 = Polu- 
gaevsky-Nunn, London 1984. 

b) 10...h5 11 Age2 Abd7 12 
G\c1 We7 13 &e2c4 14 0-0 Bb8 15 
Re3 b6 16 Hbl b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 
b4 £ Keleéevié-Stummer, Budapest 
1992. 

c) 10..\We7 11 &2h6 Abd7 12 
&xg7 Sxp7 13 Dh3 Bb8 14b3 Was 
15 Hbl bS 16 axb5S axb5 17 Af2 
Ge5 18 Se2 b4 19 Acd1 + Jakob- 
sen-Mestel, Plovdiv Echt 1983. 

d) 10...Abd7 11 Dh3 and now: 

dl) 11..2b8 12 Af2 (12 Re? al- 
lows 12...c4!? 13 &xc4 He5 14 Re2 


&xh3 15 gxh3 We8) 12...We7 13 
Re2 c4 14 Ha3!2(140-0 b5 15 axb5 
axb5 16 b4! cxb3 17 Axb5 Wbé6 18 
$2.e3 “c5 led to great complications 
in Conquest- Larsen, Hastings 1986) 
14...b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 b4 = Ubi- 
lava-Anikaev, USSR 1982. 

d2) 11...%e8 12 2e2 Wa5 13 0-0 
h5 14 @f2 Hb8 15 Shl Wc7 16 Re3 
Qh7 17 Bfcl De5 18 aS We7 19 
4\a4 + Gulko-Suetin, Moscow 1982. 

d3) 11...Wa5 and White may now 
choose: 

d31) The consequences of 12 
Ha3 are not clear, for example: 

d311) Precise play gives White 
an advantage after 12...c4 13 @f2 
(13 S2xc4 De5) 13...We7 14 Be2 
Eb8 15 0-0!? (Black has no prob- 
lems after 15 a5 b5 16 axb6 Axb6 
17 &h6 Rxh6 18 Wxh6 Wc5 19 0-0 
He8 with equality; Spassky-Nunn, 
Toluca IZ 1982) 15...b5 (15...Wc5 16 
Re3 Wb4 17 a5 Dc5 18 We2 Afd7 
19 Kbl + Georgadze-Bouaziz, Han- 
nover 1983) 16 axb5 axb5 17 b4!. 

d312) Black also has an excellent 
game after 12...He8 13 Df2 h6 14 
Re3 (14 Rxh6 Wxh6 15 Wxh6 
Gxd5) 14...He5 15 Re2 Wb4 16 a2 
Wxd2+ 17 &xd2 b6 18 b4 + T.Geor- 
gadze-Bellén, Benalmadena 1986. 

d313) 12...He5 13 Af2 &d7 14 
Sie2 Wb4 15 0-0b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 
Exa8 Hxa8 18 Axb5 Wxd2 19 
Rxd2 Rxb5 20 Rxb5 Hb8 21 Kc6 
S\c4 22 &c3 Ah5 = Hiartarson- 
Westerinen, Brighton 1982. 

d32) After 12 Ha2 c4 13 Af2 
We7 14 Me2, 14...2b8!2 leads to a’ 
complex game, but not 14...2c5? 


because of 15 S&xc4! Acxe4 16 
Gfxe4 “xe4 17 Axed Wxc4 18 
Of6+ Gh8 19 b3 Wxb3 200-0 2£5 
21 4 Sd3 22 Wf2 with an obvious 
advantage. 

d33) 12 Df2!72 b5 13 Re2 b4 14 
“\cd1 We7 (or 14...0b6 15 Ae3 
$.d7 16 0-0 Efc8 17 Ac4 Axc4 18 
Rxc4 Wd8 19 b3 WF8 20 Wd3 a5 21 
Eael + Despotovié-Messa, Ivrea 
1982) 15 Hcl a5 16b3 ADb6 17 Lh6! 
with an easy and pleasant game for 
White; Sadler-Mohandessi, Ostend 
1992. 

11 Dge2 

11 Ste2 also deserves attention, 
for example 11...Wa5 (or 11...Wc7 
12 a5 Abd7 13 Ah3 Bb8 14 0-0 b5 
15 axb6 Hxb6 16 ®Df2 hS 17 Shi 
Qh7 18 Re3 AeS5 19 Hacl Wd8!? 
with complications; Benjamin-Lar- 
sen, Hastings 1987) 12 Ba3 We7 13 
b3 @bd7 14 Dh3 c4 15 b4 Wh6 16 
4\a2 with chances for both sides; 
Browne-Rogers, Bath 1983. 

1D 4% G\bd7 (D) 
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12 Dg3 
Black’s problems are solved after: 
a) 12 Dcl Hb8 (12... WaS is less 
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convincing: 13 Ha3 Ae5 14 Re2 
Wb4 15 Wc2!? with a small advan- 
tage, but an incorrect combination 
by Black quickly ended the game in 
Chandler-Barczay, Keszthely 1981, 
viz. 15...Axd5? 16 Hb3 Wa5 17 
exd5 c4 18 Ha3 £5 19 Wd2 Ad3+ 
20 @f1 +-) 13 Re2 We7 14 0-0h5 
15 Se3 Dh7 16 Rf2 DeS 17 h3 £5 
18 a5 We7 19 Ha2 Wf6 ~ Ubilava- 
Velickovié, Tbilisi 1983. 

b) 12 Ad1 HAeS 13 Hec3 Wa5 14 
Ka3h5 15 Re2 Ah7 16 Re3 Vd7 17 
0-0 Wb4 18 Wel f5 19 a5 fxe4 20 
&)xe4 “£7 = Botsari-Veroci, Subo- 
tica 1991. 

| aero Was 

Probably stronger than 12...2b8 
13 Re2 We7 140-0c4 15 Re3 b5 16 
axb5 axb5 17 b4! (17 Ha7 Wd8 18 b4 
cxb3! 19 Rxb5 He7 20 Age2 Ac5 
21 Hxe7 Wxe7 22 Ad4 Rd7 lets 
the advantage slip away; Chernin- 
Chekhov, USSR 1984) 17...@f8 18 
Ea7 Wd8 19 Hfal + Seirawan-Har- 
dason, Reykjavik 1986. 

12...Wc7 also leads to an advan- 
tage for White: 13 &e2 c4 14 0-0 
Gc5 (alternatively, 14...b6 15 Efcl 
We5+ 16 Phl He5 17 Re3 Wh4 18 
&\b1! + Toth-Gheorghiu, Biel 1983) 
15 &xc4 Afd7 (15...Acxe4? 16 fxe4 
+—) 16 Ka3 Axe4 17 Acxe4 Wxc4 
18 &e3 We7 19 Hcl Wh8 20 2d4 + 
Dorfman-Perenyi, Kislovodsk 1982. 

13 Ha3 

13 Re2 is more often played, but 
it should not yield an advantage: 

a) 13...h5 is not bad: 14 0-0 Ah7 
15 Re3 Wh4 (15...He5 is met by 16 
h3 Wb4 17 Bfcl h4 18 Ahi £5 19 
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&\f2 Wa5 20 @b1!? with a small ad- 
vantage) 16 Hfd1 (or 16 Dhl DeS 
17 @f2 Rd7 18 Bfcl bS 19 axbS 
axb5 20 “xb5 Exal 21 Hxal Wxd2 
22 $.xd2 Hb8 was equal in Adorjan- 
Vuki¢é, Banja Luka 1983) 16...He5 
17 Ab1 h4 18 Afl £5 19 Wxb4 cxb4 
20 Abd2 “Af6 = T.Georgadze-Oll, 
USSR 1983. 

b) 13...b5!? 140-0b4 15 @d1!? 
c4!2(15...Ab6 is worse: 16 Gh1 c4 
17 Wel Hb8 18 S2d2 Axa4 19 Rxc4 
GQ\d7 {or 19...Weo7 20 Bxa4 Wxc4 
21 De3 Wb3 22 Bxb4 Bxb4 23 
&xb4 + Dorfman-Chiburdanidze, 
USSR 1982} 20 Ka2 Wc7 21 Bxa4 
Wxc4 22 Exb4 and White has an ob- 
vious advantage; Li Zunian-Quin- 
teros, Thessaloniki OL 1984) 16 
Se3 (another possibility is 16 @h1!? 
&e5!2 17 Wel 2d7 18 Rd2 Habs 
19 ®e3 Wc5 20 Hcl c3 21 bxc3 b3 
22 &xa6 Rxa4 with an interesting 
position, Vasiukov, but 16 8&xc4?! 
is not good: 16...Wc5+ 17 He3 h6 18 
Rxf6 2xf6 19 Hacl Wd4! with an 
edge for Black) 16...0b6 17 2d4 
Rd7 18 De3 Hac8 19 Efcl c3 20 
bxc3 bxc3 21 Bxc3 (21 S&xc3 Bxc3! 
22 Wxc3 Wxc3 23 Bxc3 Afxd5) 
21...Afxd5! (but not 21...Axa4? 22 
“c4 xe4 23 Axe4 Bxd4+ 24 
Wxd4 Hxe4 25 AxaS Exd4 26 
Exc8+ 2xc8 27 Ac6 winning for 
White; Despotovi¢é-Lazi¢, Yugosla- 
via 1982) 22 Axd5 @xd5 23 Bd3 
Wxd2 24 Bxd2 Hc2! 25 Rxg7 Exd2 
26 Sh6 Hb2 27 exdS Hexe2 28 
&\xe2 Hxe2 with equality; Cebalo- 
Chiburdanidze, Vinkovci 1982. 

13... Hb8 


Or 13...h5 14 Re2 Dh7 15 Rh6 
Rh8 16 Re3 h4 17 AFl h3 18 
gxh3!? £6 19 Sf2 Rh4+ 20 Ag3 + 
Rajkovi¢-Barczay, Lillafiired 1989. 

14 Re2 We7 

The queen fall into a dangerous 
position after 14...\W/b4, forexample 
15 0-0 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 @h1!c4 
18 $e3 Ac5 19 We2 Afd7 20 Bb1 + 
Lputian-Palatnik, Lvov 1986. 


15 0-0 c4 
16 2e3 b5 
17 axb5 axb5 
18 b4! De5 
19 Ha7 Wd8 
20 HaS5 


White wields the initiative; Topa- 
lov-Reyes, Palma 1992. 


C32) 9 ... h6 
Black does not wish to be pinned for 
long, and he banishes the bishop, not 
considering the small weakness on 
the kingside to be dangerous. 

10 2e3(D) 


eo, om j 
B mae 
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a a 
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dy, yy So ae 


Naturally not 10 2xh6?! Axe4. 
10 ... a6 

Out of the multitude of continu- © 

ations we will choose the main ones: 


a) 10...&h7 (anold move — these 
days we don’t bother to defend the 
pawn) 11 @ge2 (another interesting 
try is the sharp 11 h4!?, for example 
11...Be8 12 0-0-0 Abd7 13 h5 g5 14 
&\h3 We7 15 &xg5!? hxg5 16 
&\xg5+ Gh8 17 h6 £8 18 Ab5! 
with a terrifying attack for White; 
Lputian-Kolpakov, Moscow 1979) 
11...2\a6 12 Dg3 (again White could 
have played a bit more sharply: 12 
24!92 Dec7 13 Dg3 Bd7 14 g5 hxg5 
15 2xg5 We8 16 0-0-0 Hh8 17 h4+ 
Efimov-Nun, Hradec Kralove 1984) 
12...Ac7 13 Re2 Hb8 14 a4 a6 15 
Eb1 b5 16 axb5 @xb5! 17 Axb5 
axb5 18 b4 c4 19 0-0 Ha8 20 &d4 + 
Spasov-Danner, Albena 1983. 

b) 10..@h7 11 2d3!? (at least 
more interesting than the standard 
11 Age2, for example 11...0d7 12 
ENE4 De5 13 Re2 Wh4+ 14.2 f2 We 
15 0-0 hS 16 @h1 h4 17 Be3 Bd7 
with equality; Rajkovi¢-Atalik, Irak- 
lion 1993) 11...Ad7 12 £4 a6 13 a4 
Wa5 (Priehoda-Mukhitdinov, Mos- 
cow 1990) and now 14 @f3 gives 
White a slight plus. 

c) 10...Abd7 11 Ah3 DeS (the 
alternative 11...h7 is also insuffi- 
cient for equality, for example 12 
S.e2!? a6 13 a4 Bb8 14 0-0 We7 15 
G\f2b6 16 Kael $2b7 17 £4  Gulko- 
Ghitescu, Polanica Zdroj 1977) 12 
&\f2h5 13 Re2 a6 14 0-0 Bb8 15 a4 
EHe8 16 Hfb1 Dh7 17 b4 and White’s 
advantage is indisputable; Rogers- 
Canfell, Melbourne 1992. 

d) 10...Aa6 11 Age2 Ac7 12 a4 
a6 13 Acl Rd7 14 Re2 Hh7 15 Bbl 
+ Spasov-Popov, Bulgaria 1983. 
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e) 10...h5 11 Age2 Abd7 (the al- 
ternative 11...AHh7 is also not bad, 
for example 12 Af4 Ad7 13 Se2 
Ge5 14 0-0 S2d7 15 Habl Hc8 16 
Efcl a6 17 a4 Wa5 18 b3 Efe8 19 
@h1 £5 with chances for both sides; 
Sadler-Fedorowicz, London 1988) 
12 “cl (12 Af4!?) 12...He5 13 
SRe2 Dh7 14 0-0 (14 h3 £5 15 £4 
G7) 14...£5 15 £4 @d7!? (other di- 
gressions are less successful, forex- 
ample 15...Ag4 16 S2xg4 hxg4 17 
e5!, or 15...Af7 16 eS dxe5 17 S&xc5 
EHe8 18 Ad3 e4 19 Del {stronger 
than 19 Af2 Af6 20 Afdl b6 21 
2d4 2b7 22 De3 Ad6 = Ernst-Tal, 
Subotica IZ 1987) 19...Af6 20 Ac2 
&d7 21 h3 with a more promising 
position; Yusupov-Dolmatov, Wijk 
aan Zee Ct 1991) 16 exfS gxf5 17 
Rxh5 b5!7 18 AxbS5 Ahf6 19 Lf3 
&\b6 20 Ae2 &a6 21 a4 He8 with 
some compensation for the sacri- 
ficed material in Sadler-Crouch, 
Hastings 1992/3. 

f) 10...Ke8!? (D) and now: 


tite 


7G 


fl) 11 Re2 h5 (but not 11...a6? 
because then 12 &xh6 Axe4? 13 
G\xe4 Wh4+ 14 ¢3 Wxh6 15 Wxh6 
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&xh6 16 Af6+ Benjamin-Bouaziz, 
Szirak IZ 1987, is possible; Black 
must also watch out for great danger 
after 11...@h7 12h4!7h5 13 24 hxg4 
14 h5 gxh5 15 &g5 + Seirawan- 
Scheeren, Wijk aan Zee 1983) 12 a4 
G\a6 13 Rb5 $2.d7 14 Age2 Rxb5 15 
axb5 “b4 16 0-0 @d7 17 b3 a6 with 
an approximately equal game; Sei- 
rawan-Spraggett, New York 1984. 

f2) 11 Age2 and now: 

f21) 11...2\a6? is bad because of 
12 &xh6 +— Rajkovié-Vragoteris, 
Katerini 1993, and the rook’s posi- 
tion on e8 is telling in the variation 
12...Axe4? 13 Axed Wh4+ 14 93 
Wxh6 15 Wxh6 &xh6 16 Af6+. 

f22) 11...h5 deserves attention, 
for example 12 Af4 Abd7 13 Re2 
a6 14 Bcl b5 15 b3 DeS5 16 0-0 2d7 
(now 16...b4!? is not bad either: 17 
G\d1 a5 18 Ab2 a6 but 16...h47! is 
less successful: 17 @d1 S2d7 18 Af2 
a5 19 “4h3 c4 20 bxc4 Axc4 21 
S.xc4 bxc4 22 &d4 with advantage; 
Sadler-J.Polgar, Hastings 1992) 17 
G\d3 @xd3 18 &xd3 (Yusupov-Dol- 
matov, Wijk aan Zee Ct 1991) and 

now Black should have continued 
~ 18...Wb8!? with an unclear game. 

£23) 11...Abd7 (D) with yet an- 
other division: 

£231) Black is close to equality af- 
ter 12 Ag3 h5 13 Re2 h4 14 Dl a6 
(or 14...Ah7 15 2h6 Rh8 16 De3 
a6 17 a4f5 18 0-0 DeS5 19 Ri4 Af7 
with mutual chances; Hgi-Morten- 
sen, Vejstrup 1989) 15 Wc2 (15 a4!7) 
15...b5 16 a4 b4 17 Ad1 DhS 18 
G\d2 £5 with complications; Sadler- 
Gelfand, Oakham 1988. 


A 
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£232) 12 @d1 is also interesting: 
12...b5 13 Dg3 h5 (13...a6 14 &xh6 
S.xh6 15 Wxh6 Axd5 16 Wd2 Ab4 
17 Dc3 with advantage) 14 Sxb5 
EHb8 15 &e2h4 16 Afl De5 17 Hbl! 
Solozhenkin-Marin, Sitges Hospi- 
talet 1993, and now Marin suggests 
17...8b6!? with the rough variation 
18 b4 $2a6 19 b5 h3! 20 g3 2xb5 21 
a4? 2xe2. 

£233) 12 “cl hS: 

£2331) 13 Ad3 Ah7 14 Af2 He5 
15 Re2 £5 16 0-0 (16 h3 a6 17 f4 
GET 18 exf5 gxf5!? 19 Rxh5 Wh4 
20 &xf7+ @xf7 21 0-0 b5 22 a3 Kg8 
and Black has enough compensation 
for the pawn; Timoshchenko-Pigu- 
sov, Irkutsk 1986) 16...Af6 17 Kael 
fxe4 18 Afxe4 RES 19 Dg3 S2d7 20 
h3 @h7 with an unclear game in 
Dragomaretsky-Zlochevsky, Mos- 
cow 1989. 

£2332) 13 Re2 DeS 14 0-0 Ah7 
15 f4 (White’s attempts to gain an 
advantage will not be crowned with 
success after 15 $2h6 2h8 16 Gh £5 
17 Ab3 A6 18 Re5 AF7 19 2d3 
&\e5 = Sadler-Khalifman, Oviedo 
1992, or 15 Hb1 £5 16 b4 c4! 17 a4 
{ after 17 S2d1 AF6 18 &c2 fxe4 19 


RON 


fxe4 Dfe4 20 Rf4 Hf8 Black al- 
ready has the initiative; Van der Ster- 
ren-Ree, Hilversum 1986} 17...fxe4 
18 Axe4 RES 19 Da2 Sxe4 20 fxe4 
G\f6 = Cebalo-Tal, Taxco IZ 1985) 
15..Ag4 16 Rxg4 &xg4 17 h3 d7 
18 1e2 Bc8 19 £5 b5 ~ I.Sokolov- 
Marin, Manila OL 1992. 
11 a4(D) 

The weaker 11 Hc1?! gave Black 
the initiative after 11...He8 12 b3 b5 
13 Rd3 b4!? 14 Adl (14 Dad 
Gxd5! 15 exd5 $2d4 16 Re4 Rxe3 
17 Wxe3 g7) 14...a5 15 De2 a4 in 
Yusupov-Gelfand, Munich 1993. 
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I’ve already had to write almost a 
hundred times about the abundance 
of moves at Black’s disposal. Thus 
you also see: 

a) 11...4h7 and now: 

al) 12 &d3!? is interesting, but 
Black achieves a good game after 
12...0d7 13 Ah3 DeS 14 Df2 £5!7 
(or 14...0xd3+ 15 Axd3 2d7 160-0 
h5 17 Hab1 bS 18 axb5 Ionescu-Ar- 
deleanu, Bucharest 1993, and now 
18...2xb5! =) 15 Re2 g5 16 exf5 
S&xf5 = Ionescu. 
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a2) 12 Age2 @Ad7 13 Af (things 
are roughly equal after 13 “g3h5 14 
Se2 h4 15 Afi He8 16 Ha3 Hb8 17 
We2 De5 18 Ad? f5 19 £4 DF7 Ak- 
sharumova-Cvitan, New York 1987) 
13...Ae5 14 Re2 Eb8 15 0-0 Rd7 
(15...0£6!7) 16 a5 DL6 17 g3 b5 18 
axb6 Exb6 19 Ag2 Ph7 20 Ha2 
Wc7 21 Wc2 + Chernin-Zsu.Polgar, 
Stary Smokovec 1984. 

b) 11...8h7 12 Age2 Dbd7 13 
&\g3 (both 13 Ad1 Bb8 14 Aec3 
Wce7 15 a5 Dg8 16 Re2 £5 17 0-0 
fxe4 18 Axed Agf6 19 Ag3 + Xu 
Jun-Grosar, Portoroz 1987, and 13 
G\cl Bb8 14 Re2 De8 15 0-0 Ac7 
16 Bhi b5 17 axb5 Axb5! 18 Axb5 
axb5 19 “b3 Db6 20 Wa5 Rd7 21 
R£4 Wc7 with equality; Gulko-Polu- 
gaevsky, Leningrad 1974 are possi- 
ble) and now: 

bl) It is not easy to achieve 
equality after 13...Wa5 14 2e2 HWe5 
(14...b5 15 0-0 b4 16 Adi and c4 
simply gapes) 15 0-0 2d7 16 Efcl 
W b4 17 a5 Hfb8 18 a4! + Psakhis- 
Zapata, Cienfuegos 1983. 

b2) 13...He8 is not good either: 
14 Se2 HDe5 15 0-0 Hb 16 h3! g5 
17 £4 gxf4 18 Exf4 Ag6 19 Bf2 Be5 
20 Hafl + Pytel-Filipowicz, Pola- 
nica Zdroj 1982. 

b3) 13..2b8 14 Re2 Ae5S 15 0-0 
(it’s also worth looking at 15 b3 “g8 
16 £4 Dd7 17 0-0 h5 18 e5! dxe5 19 
f5 with initiative; Serebrianik-Kraid- 
man, Tel Aviv 1992) 15...2d7 16 h3 
b5 17 £4 Dc4 18 Rxc4 bxc4 19 e5 
with a small advantage; Dorfman- 
Keene, Manila 1979. 

c) 11...h5 (D) and now: 
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cl) Black has no cause for agita- 
tion in the event of 12 &h6 He8 13 
S.xg7 Sxg7 14 Eb1 Wa5 15 Age? 
G\bd7 16 Ac1 De5 17 Dle2 Rd7 = 
Aksharumova-J.Polgar, Novi Sad 
OL 1990. 

c2) 12 Re2 (the battle of nerves 
continues as White waits for the 
knight to move to d7) 12...He8 (in 
Yusupov-Dolmatov, Wijk aan Zee 
Ct 1991, Black could not equalize 
after 12..@h7 13 R2dl Ad7 14 
G\ge2 Eb8 15 a5 b5 16 axb6 Hxb6 
17 0-0 AeS 18 b3 £5 19 Rc2 +) and 
now: 

c21) White cannot give Black 
any serious problems after 13 &d1 
— Nbd7 14 DAge2 De (14... Was is not 

bad either: 15 Ha2 Eb8 16 0-0 Wc7 
17 a5 bS 18 axb6 Axb6 19 b3 Afd7 
20 &c2 Ae5 = Gheorghiu-Gavrikov, 
Suhr 1991) 15 b3 WaS 16 Ha2 c4 17 
0-0 cxb3 18 $2xb3 Afd7 = Campos- 
Topalov, Palma 1992. 

c22) 13 a5 Wh7! 14 Rdl (14 
$.d3 Ad7 15 b3 He5 16 Kc2b5 17 
axb6 Wxb6 =) 14...Ad7 15 Age? 
“\e5 16 b3; thus far the famous 
game Seirawan-Kasparov, Skell- 
eftea World Cup 1989, and Black 


would have gained an advantage af- 
ter 16...£5 17 &c2 fxe4 18 Rxe4 c4. 

c23) 13 Ha2!?, which is not seen 
at the highest levels, deserves atten- 
tion. 

c24) 13 Rg5 WaS 14 Ha3 Dh7 
15 £4 Wco7 16 a5 Ad7 17 Dh3 He5 
18 Af2 b5 19 axb6 Wxb6 and Black 
has no grounds for complaint at the 
outcome of the opening; Fedoro- 
wicz-Van Wely, Wijk aan Zee 1990. 

c3) 12 Age2 Abd7 13 AF4 (13 
Gol De5 14 Le2 DAh7 15 0-0 Be8 is 
examined under 11...He8) 13...Ae5 
14 Re2 b6 (14...Wa5 15 0-0 d7 16 
Efcl Hfc8 =) 15 0-0 Rd7 16 Ah3!? 
c4 (16...8%xh3 17 gxh3 Wc8 18 £4 
Ged7 19 Hacl +) 17 f4 Deg4 18 
$.d4 b5 19 e5 dxe5 20 fxe5 Ah7 21 
axb5 (Petursson-Varga, Andorra 
1991) and Black should simply have 
played 21...axb5 22 Exa8 Wxa8 23 
e6 fxe6 24 dxe6 Exfl+ 25 Rxfl 
$.xe6 26 &xg7 Sxg7 27 Axb5 Wal 
28 Af4 Rf7 with equality, Varga. 

d) 11...2\bd7 and now: 

dl) After 12 Age2 it was easy 
for Black to equalize by avoiding 
...4e8 in Dao-Van Wely, Mesa 1993: 
12...Ae5 13 Ag3 h5 14 Re2 h4 15 
G\f1 Hb8 16 We2 b5!? 17 Dd2 (17 
axb5 axb5 18 @xb5 h3!) 17...b4 18 
G\d1 @h5 19 £4 Aga =. 

d2) 12 4h3 and now: 

d21) White has an easy game af- 
ter 12...0Ae8 13 Af2 Gh7 14 Re2 
Eb8 15 h4!7h5 16 g4 hxg4 17 Axge4 
with an attack for White; Popov-Lo- 
ginov, USSR 1986. 

d22) After 12..h7, both 13 
G2 Wa5 14 Ste2! b5 15 0-0 b4 16 


G\cd1 Wd8 17 Hcl Dgs8 18 b3 De7 
19 Bb2 £5 20 Dc4 fxe4 21 fxe4 
Rajkovi¢-Vuki¢, Yugoslavia 1982, 
and 13 Re2 He5 14 Df2 We7 15 0-0 
g5 16.a5 Dh5 17 Da4 Hb8 18 Abb 
Gd7 19 Ac4 De5 20 Hacl Axc4 21 
Sxc4 Af4 22 Dd3 Gulko-A.Kuz- 
min, Moscow 1982, guarantee White 
supremacy. 

d23) Nor did Black manage to 
equalize after 12...0e5 13 Df2h5 14 
Se2 Kb8 15 0-0 2d7 16 h3! b5 17 
axb5 &xb5 (17...axb5 18 £4 Dc4 19 
S.xc4 bxc4 205) 18 Axb5 axb5 19 
b4! £ Raigevi¢é-Brenjo, Yugoslavia 
1991. 

d24) 12...0h7 (the best chance) 
13 Df2 h5 14 SLe2 DeS 15 h3 £5 16 
exf5 &xf5 17 g4 Qd7 18 £4 DF7 19 
gxh5 gxh5 20 Sxh5 2f5 and Black 
has reasonable compensation for the 
pawn; M.Schmidt-Anka, Biel 1992. 

Returning to the position after 
11...Be8 (D) in the main line: 


a 1k 


Me a8 


12 Dge2 
After 12 S2e2 Black must choose 
between 12...h5!?, for which see 
11...h5, and 12...Abd7. Not, how- 
ever, 12...@h7 13 h4h5 14 24! hxg4 
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15 h5, which gives White a strong 
attack. After 12...Abd7 one may 
continue 13 Ah3 De5 14 Af2 Ph7 
(or 14...h5 15 0-0 Dh7 16 a5 £5 17 
Ga4 fxe4 18 fxe4 &2e4 19 Ab6 Hb8 
20 b4! Rxe2 21 Wxe2 cxb4 22 Habl 
+ Dokhoian-Damljanovié, Sochi 
1988) 15 0-0 Bb8 16 Hfb1 Wa5 17 
Wd1 g5 18 Wce2 Afd7 ~ Topalov- 
Pedzich, Arnhem jr 1989. 

The rare 12 &d3 also deserves at- 
tention, e.g. 12...h5 13 Age2 Abd7 
14 b3 De5 15 Rc2 (stronger than 15 
0-0 @xd3 16 Wxd3 Hb8 17 Habl 
Qd7 18 b4 De5 19 Wdl c420 Wd2 
bS = Alterman-Dolmatov, Beersheba 
1991) 15...&b8 16 a5 Ah7 17 0-0 g5 
18 hl We7 19 Hael h4 20 h3 + 
Ionescu-Musat, Bucharest 1993. 

12. &Nbd7 

White has a small advantage after 
12...Nh7 13 “cl (or 13 Af4 Ad7 14 
Ste2 De5 15 0-0 Kd7 16 Hfb1 Hc8 
17 a5 D6! 18 b3 g5 19 Ad3 @Axd3 
20 &xd3 Ah5 21 Ha2 £5 = T.Geor- 
gadze-Spraggett, Dortmund 1984) 
13...£5 14 Re2 g5 15 a5 £4 16 RFf2 
Gd7 17 Bd3! b5 18 axb6 Axb6 19 
b3 Af8 200-0 Agé6 21 Ha2 + Sadler- 
Berg Hansen, Copenhagen 1992. 

13 “cl 

Black’s problems are simplified 
inthe event of 13 @d1 De5 14 Dec3 
Gh7!? 15 Ste2 £5 16 0-0 and now 
both 16...h5 17 Df2 Rd7 18 Efbl 
Wf6 19 Ha3 g5 20 exf5 Rxf5 21 
G\ce4 We6, Andrianov-Kotronias, 
Komotini 1993, and 16...A£7 17 
G\f2 2d7 18 Ph1 Hc8 19 Hael “fo, 
Foisor-Cvitan, Tbilisi 1986, are suf- 
ficient for equality. 
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Black has no hint of a problem af- 
ter 13 Ag3 h5 14 Re2 h4 15 Af 
Gh7 16 Rf2 De5 17 De3 We5 18 
0-0 {5 = Novikov-Loginov, Volgo- 
donsk 1983. 

13° 2s Be5 

13...Qh7 is probably just as 
good as the text move, for example 
14 Re2 (14 Ad3 DeS 15 Af2 g5 16 
Sie2 £5 17 exf5 Rxf5 18 0-0 Af6 19 
£4 exf4 20 2xf4 AF7 21 2d3 Wd7 is 
equal; Gulko-Loginov, USSR 1983) 
14...g5!? (more promising than the 
alternative 14...Wh4+?! 15 ¢3 Wh3 
16 Ad3 We5 17 Df2 and 17...Wg? is 
bad because of 18 0-0-0 Axf3 19 
Wd3 2d4 20 Rf1! and the queen is 
trapped; Piket-Hulak, Wijk aan Zee 
1986, or 14...h5 15 Ad3 DeS 16 Df2 
$.d7 17 0-0 Bc8 18 h3 £5 19 £4 DE7 
20 exf5 &xf5 21 g4!? hxg4 22 hxg4 
+ Korchnoi-Hug, Zurich 1984) 15 
Ha3 We7 16 2f2 £5 17 exf5 DeS5 18 
0-0 &xf5 19 Ad1 Af6 20 De3 
2d7 = Vasiukov-A.Kuzmin, Mos- 
cow 1986. 

14 Re2 QNh7 

The opening turned out in White’s 
_ favour in Psakhis-Mestel, Las Pal- 
mas IZ 1982, after 14...@h7 15 0-0 
S.d7 16 Eb1 Wa5 17 Dla2! Rxa4 
18 b4 cxb4 19 Xxb4 2b5 20 Rxb5 
axb5 21 Hxb5 with a small advan- 
tage. 

15 0-0(D) 
15). i. h5 

15...g5 16 £4!? (White’s chances 
are also better after 16 Ha3 Af8 17 
a5 A\fe6 18 Dad f5 19 exf5 Rxf5 20 
&\b6 Eb8 21 b4 £ Korchnoi-Ciocal- 
tea, Bucharest 1966) 16...gxf4 17 


Sxf4 Wh4 18 Ad3 Ags 19 Dxe5 
Sxe5 20 Rxe5 dxe5 21 We3 Yusu- 
pov-Ermenkov, Tunis IZ 1985, and 
Black has no means of organizing 
himself. 
16 Xbl 

Black has no problems after 16 
Phi £5 17 Dla2 Af6 18 exf5 Rxf5 
19 Bfel Bc8 20 Hacl Af7 21 b3 
Ec7 22 &c4 Hce7 with a balanced 
position in Rajkovi¢é-Gschnitzer, 
Bundesliga 1991, whilst after 16 
{\1a2 £5 17 b4 cxb4 18 Axb4 f4! 19 
& £2 25 20 a5 Wf6 21 Da4 g4 he has 
already seized control of the game; 
Czerwonski-Cvitan, Katowice 1992. 
In Alterman-Gelfand, Riga 1987, 
White tried a fanciful plan, 16 Ha3 
£5.17 Dla2 Af6 18 a5 fxe4 19 Axed 
G\xe4 20 fxe4 Rg4 21 h3 Rxe2 22 
Wxe2 bS, and handed the initiative 
to his opponent. 


16 ... f5 

17 b4 b6 

18 la2 Wf6 
19 bxc5 bxc5 
20 hi Es 
21 f4! 


White has a small advantage; 
Rajkovi¢-Kofidis, Komotini 1993. 


7 Mikenas Attack (A66) 


1d4 £62 c4c5 3 d5 e6 4 Ac3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 £6 
7 {4 297 (D) 

Black has no serious alternative to 
the text move, for example: 

a) 7...We7 8 Af3 Dbd7 (and not 
8...0xe4? 9 Wa4+; nor does 8...2.24 
9h3 Sxf3 10 Wxf3 227 11 2d3 0-0 
12 0-0 Abd7 13 Rd?2 bring any re- 
lief) 9 e5 dxe5 10 fxe5 AxeS 11 
Rb5+ Hed7+ (or 11...2d7 12 0-0 0- 
0-0 13 AxeS5 Wxe5 14 Rf4 Wd4+ 15 
Wxd4 cxd4 16 Hacl! + Boleslavsky) 
12 Sf2 Dg4+ 13 Sg3 DgeS 14 
Gxe5 Wxe5+ 15 2f4 WE6 16 We2+ 
+— ECO. 

b) 7...Abd7 8 Af3 &g7 9 e5 dxe5 
10 fxe5 Ag4 11 e6 fxe6 12 dxe6 We7 
13 Dd5! Wxe6+ 14 Re2 Wd6 15 
S25 S.d4 16 Sc4 and White’s at- 
tack 1s already practically decisive. 

c) 7...a6?! has little to offer: 8 e5 
Gfd7 (8...We7?! 9 D3 DAfd7 10 
Ge4 dxe5 11 d6 Wd8 12 &c4 Abb 
13 fxe5! +-) 9 DF3 Rg7 10 Ae4 
dxe5 11 Dd6+ SF8 12 &e2!? (more 
convincing than 12 Ag5 exf4 13 
G\dxf7 We7+ 14 Re2 He5 15 Axh8 
Wxg5 16 0-0 Sg8 17 Rxf4 We7 18 
d6 We6 19 Rxe5 Sxe5 20 Af7 
Qxb2 21 &e4 We3+ 22 Sh Dd7 
23 Wd5 Rxal 24 Rxd7 Rxd7 25 
&\d8+ © Fedorowicz-Henley, Lone 
Pine 1977) 12...exf4 13 &xf4 Wf6 
14 223 Wxb2 15 Hb1 + Kapengut. 


8 e5 

With this move White begins the 
quite dangerous system known as 
the Mikenas Attack, named after the 
noted Lithuanian chessplayer who, 
with the help of his invention, gained 
victories over the strongest players 
in the world. These days, however, 
Black has managed to find an ade- 
quate response and White now links 
his hopes with 8 &b5+ (A67) and 8 
G3 (A68-69). 


Now Black has two main options: 
A) 8...dxe5 
B) 8...A0fd7 


A) 8...dxe5 


For many years 8...dxe5 was a theo- 
retical outcast, although it is not easy 
for White to gain an advantage, or 
even, quite often, equality. 

9 fxe5 ONfd7 
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Black cannot get organized after 
either 9...0g4 10 e6! or 9...We7 10 
£3 0-0 (10...Ag4 11d6) 11 Bg5h6 
12 Rxf6 Rxf6 13 d6 Web 14 Wd5 
S&xe5 15 Axe5 He8 16 0-0-0 Wxe5 
17 &c4 + Mikenas. 

10 e6 
11 dxe6 (D) 


fxe6 


G Ve: 
af Yj 
“ 


11 ... We7! 

Other moves are less successful: 
a) 11...Af6?! 12 Wxd8+! (12 S2c4 
Wxd1+ 13 xd1 Ac6 14 Af3 Dads 
15 &b5+ Be7 16 Hel only leads to a 
small advantage) 12...@xd8 13 225 
Rxe6 14 0-0-0+ Se7 15 Hel Sf7 16 
@h3! He8 17 Af4 RES 18 Rc4+ 
Sf8 19 Bxe8+ Axe8 20 Hfl and 

“White has very powerful pressure. 
b) 11...Wh4+9! 12 g3 &xc3+ 13 
bxc3 We4+ 14 We2 Wxe2+ (White is 
winning after 14...Wxh1? 15 exd7+ 
&xd7 16 2h3+) and White has a 
pleasant choice between 15 “xe2 
QME8 16 AL4 Axe6 17 Sc4 Axf4 18 
Rxf4 RES 19 0-0 Ac6 20 Kad +, 
and 15 Rxe2 @f8 (or 15...He5 16 
“£3 Axf3+ 17 Rxf3 DAc6 18 Kd5 
with an obvious advantage) 16 @f3 
(16 e7!? also deserves attention: 


16...Ae6 17 AF3 Ac6 18 0-0 h6 19 
Suc4 25 20 a3 b621 Kael Ac7 22 
De5 Wxe5 23 Hxe5 +) 16...Axe6 17 
0-0 (stronger than 17 2h6 @c6 18 
0-0 2d7 19 Ags Axgs 20 Bxg5 h6 
21 $2e3 0-0-0 and Black equalized 
in Mikenas-Polugaevsky, Moscow 
1955) 17...0-0 18 &h6 He8 19 WeS5! 
and not 19...0d7? because of 20 
Sb5 Ke7 21 Had1 +— Mikenas. 

c) 11...$2xc3+?! (Black is parting 
with his bishop too lightly) 12 bxc3 
We7 13 2e2 Wxe6 (Black loses after 
13...Ae5?7! 14 Df3! Axf3+ { 14...0-0 
15 AxeS Wh4+ 16 g3 We4 17 Efi 
Exfl+ 18 &xfl Wh1+ 19 Sf2 Wxh2+ 
20 &f3 Ac6 21 Ag4 +— Rastianis- 
Filipowicz, Warsaw 1977) 15 &xf3 
Wxe6+ 16 Sf2 +-) 14 Af3 0-0 15 
0-0 Ab6 16 Rh6 He8 17 Dg5! 
We3+ 18 Shi + 

12 @d5!? 

Black manages to beat offhis op- 
ponent’s onslaught in the event of 12 
Re2 Ab6 (12...0f6 is weaker: 13 
Rf4 Rxe6 14 Rd6 Wd8 15 Wa4+ 
Sf7 16 Hdl Abd7 17 DF3 h6 18 0-0 
with a threatening lead in develop- 
ment) 13 Rf4 Rxe6 14 AF3 Rc4 
(14...Ac6!? 15 2d6 Wd7) 15 0-0 
Rxe2 16 Axe2 Ac (16...0-07! is 
quite dangerous for Black: 17 d6 
We3+ 18 Shi Hd8 19 Af4 Lputian- 
Magerramov, Riga 1980, and even 
the objectively best 19...2\c6 20 Hel 
Wxf4 21 2xf4 Exdl 22 Haxdl 
&xb2 cannot save Black from suf- 
fering in the endgame) 17 Hel 0-0 
18 2d6 We3+ 19 Shi Bfe8 20 Af4 
Wf2 with an unclear game — analysis 
by Kengis and Lanka. 


12 ss. Wxe6+ 
In such variations, a sidestep is 

usually tantamount to suicide, for 
example 12...Wh4+ 13 g3 We4+ 14 
We2 Wxd5 (14...Wxhl 15 exd7+ 
Sxd7 16 Af3 He8 17 Re3 +) 15 
exd7+ @xd7 16 &g2 WE7 (16... We5 
17 2e3 Wxb2 18 Bdl+ @c7 19 
Rf4+ Sb6 20 Wxb2+ 2xb2 21 Ebi 
+— is of approximately equal worth) 
17 Wb5+ Dc6 18 £4 Be8+ 19 De2 
2d4 20 0-0-0 +-. 

13 We2 Wxe2+ 

14 Rxe2 0-0 

14...2e5 does not promise Black 

much joy, for instance 15 Af3 AF6 
16 S2c4 Axd5 17 Rxd5 R6 18 0-0 
Gc6 19 Se5 + Lputian-Norwood, 
Lvov 1986. 

15 Bc7 

16 “®xa8 


“\c6 
S\b4 (D) 


nee i, 
Ts 


The course of the game has 
changed dramatically; Black has 
sacrificed his rook and has seized the 
initiative at a great cost. 

17 Af 

Or 17 Bb1 WeS5, and 17 Sd1 De5 
18 2d2 Abd3 also leads to an un- 
clear position. 
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VT 2c &\c2+ 
18 dl &xal 
19 2c4+ Gh8s 
20 Hel a6 


20...Ab6 21 Axb6 axb6 22 He7 
favours White, and 20...Af6? 21 
G\c7! Rd8+ 22 2d2 Bh6 (22...52£5 
23 Ae6 Rxe6 24 Exe6 +—) 23 He6 
Rxe6 24 Exe6 gives White a big ad- 
vantage; Lputian-Magerramov, Belt- 
sy 1979. 

21 Re6 Ge5! 

and the complications are not un- 

favourable for Black. 


B) 8...2fd7 


9 Db5 

Black has less problems after: 

a) 9 exd6?! 0-0 10 AF3 Af6 11 
Se2 Ae8 12 0-0 Axd6 with equal- 
ity. 

b) 9 e6 fxe6 (9...We7?! 10 S&e2 
fxe6 11 dxe6 &xc3+ 12 bxc3 Wxe6 
13 DF3 0-0 14 Ags W6 15 Ded 
Wh4+ 16 g3 We7 17 Axd6 Ac6 18 
0-0 Af6 19 Bc4+ Yg7 20 Hel + 
Mileika-Sandler, Riga 1980) 10 dxe6 
GNb6 (certainly not 10...Af8? 11 
f5! Wh4+ 12 g3 Bxc3+ 13 bxc3 
We4+ 14 Sf2 Wxf5+ 15 Af3 Wxeb6 
16 $2b5+ @d8 17 Hel and Black 
awaits difficult times; De Valliere- 
Mohn, Corr 1983) 11 De4 0-0 12 
Wxd6 Wxd6 13 Axd6 Rxe6 14 
&xb7 “a4 with more than sufficient 
compensation for the pawn. 

c) 9 ®f3 leads to an unclear 
game: 9...0-0 10 &e2 dxe5 11 0-0 a6 
(stronger than 11...e4 12 Axe4 Af6 
13 Dc3 Rg4 14 h3 VRxf3 15 Rxf3 
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Wb6 16 &e3 with a small advantage 
to White; Nogueiras-Griinfeld, Za- 
greb IZ 1987) 12 a4 exf4 13 Rxf4 
G6 14 h3 AhS5 15 Rh? Kristiansen- 
Holm, Denmark 1977. 
D 8 dxe5 
10 Ad6+ e7 

Not leaving the knight in peace. 
White’s position is preferable in 
the event of 10...8f8 11 AF3 h6 
(11...exf4 is bad because of 12 Rxf4 
Of6 13 Rc4 We7+ 14 DeS! +, and 
Black cannot equalize after 11...Wc7 
12 Axc8 Wxc8 13 Re2 e4 14 DAgs5 
Of6 15 We2 h6 16 Axe4 Axe4 17 
Wxe4 2d4 18 Re3! Rxb2 19 EHbl 
and the pressure on Black’s position 
is very unpleasant; Armas-Tolnai, 
Havana 1988) 12 Se2 £5 13 fxe5 
Gxe5 14 @xc8 Wxc8 15 0-0 with a 
small advantage. 

11 Axc8+ 

White only has problems after 11 
fxe5?! Axe5 12 Axc8+ Wxc8 13 
d6+ @f8 14 Af3 Web 15 Axe5 
Sxe5 16 Re2 Sg7 17 0-0 Ac. 

11 @b5 leads to complications 
which are not disadvantageous for 
. Black, for example 11...2e8! 12 d6+ 
Sf8 13 Ac7 (or 13 Re2 Ac6 14 Af3 
Gd4 15 0-0 Axe2+ 16 Wxe2 exf4 17 
Wd1 He4 18 Dc7 Bb8 19 Wd5 Af 
20 Wxc5 b6 21 Wa3 $2b7 F Anikaev- 
Gorelov, Moscow 1981) 13...exf4+ 
14 Re2 (14 Axe8?! is absolutely 
terrible for White after 14...Wxe8+ 
(14...Wh4+!2 15 g3!2 fxg3 16 DEB 
g2+ 17 @xh4 gxh1W with an attack, 
Kapengut} 15 Re2 De5 16 Rxf4 
&\bc6 + Smirnov-Kapengut, Minsk 
1979) 14....Ac6 15 Axe8 Wxe8 16 


Q£3 DAd4 17 Axd4 Rxd4 18 Rxf4 
&\e5 with enough compensation for 
the exchange. 

11 ... Wxc8 (D) 
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12 “f3 

The premature 12 d6+?! only 
eases Black’s problems, for example 
12...8f8 13 Df3 and now: 

a) 13...e4!? is quite possible: 14 
&\g5 h6 15 @xf7!? (the cowardly 
15 “xe4 is also better for Black: 
15...We8 16 We2 Ac6 17 Sf2 d4+ 
18 &g3 Sg7 F) 15... Bxf7 16 Rc4+ 
Sf8 17 £5 Rd4!? (only not 17...g5 
18 Wd5 De5 19 f6! Rxf6 20 0-0 
Sg7 21 Exf6 Sxf6 22 Rxg5+! and 
here White is winning) 18 fxg6 &g7 
19 Re6 Wd8 20 Wb3 Wh6 21 Weg3 
&\f6 + Sulava-Namgilov, Budapest 
1990. 

b) 13...Ac6 14 Se2 (or 14 S2c4?! 
Gb6 15 Rb3 e4 16 DeS Axe5 17 
fxe5 c4 18 &c2 WES 19 e6 Wxeb6 F 
Baumach-Polugaevsky, E.Germany 
1963) 14...h6 (14...2\d47! places the 
initiative in White’s hands: 15 0-0 e4 
16 De5 £6 17 Re3! fxe5 18 fxe5+ +) 
15 fxe5 @dxe5 16 0-0 Axf3+ 17 
Rxf3 Rd4+ 18 Ph Sg7 19 Vd5 


Efs8 20 &f4 Wd8 and Black’s posi- 
tion is preferable. 
| eee EKe8 (D) 
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13. fxe5 

One cannot recommend 13 Re2, 
as by following Larsen’s recommen- 
dation 13...8f8 14 0-0e4 15 Ags h6 
16 £5!? hxg5 17 fxg6 We5 Black can 
gain an advantage. 

13 &c4 deserves more attention: 

a) 13...f8 is another interest- 
ing possibility, for example 14 0-0 
e4 15 “g5 (Black has an obvious ad- 
vantage after 15 Ae5 Ab6 16 Rb5 
Q8d7 17 Axd7+ @Axd7 18 £5 $d4+ 
19 hl a6 20 fxg6 hxg6 21 We4 
GNe5 22 Wh4 axb5 23 &g5 Af3! 24 
gxf3 e3) 15...ab6 16 2b5 Hd8 17 
&\xh7+ Sg8 18 Dg5 c4! 19 Wel!? 
Wc5+ 20 2e3 Wxb5 21 £5! Hxd5 22 
fxg6 Hxg5 23 gxf7+ Sf8 24 a4 Was 
25 Wh4 Ef5 26 Wh7 Bxfl+ 27 
Lxfl A8d7 28 Wg8+ ve7 29 Wxg7 
Ef8, Meszaros-Stefanov, Satu Mare 
1987, and White should have played 
30 Re5+!? Sd6 31 Rl4+ Ye7 32 
Rg5+ =. 

b) 13...Ab6 14 2b5 (14 d6+!? 
Sf8 15 Bb5 Dc6 16 0-0 ~) 14...2d8 
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15 0-0 Bxd5 16 Wel @f8 17 fxe5 
Gc6 18 Rxc6 Wxc6 19 Wh4 Sg8 20 
G\g5 h5 21 Axf7 Hf8 22 Rh6 Hd4 
23 Wf2 We6 24 &xg7 Exf7 25 26 
&\d5 with a small advantage to 
Black. 
13 &xe5 
You eae see 13...&f8 after which 
it has not been proven that White has 
an advantage, for example 14 e6!? 
fxe6 15 Re2 (15 d6?! Sg8 16 Rc4 
“\c6 17 0-0 Ab6 18 &b3 Ad4 19 
G\g5 We6 20 We4 Axb3 21 axb3 
Wxd6 with an obvious advantage to 
Black in Bukovié-T.Petrosian, Bar 
1980) 15...exd5 16 0-0 Af6 17 Ags 
W/c6 18 &b5!? (18 a4 leads to an ap- 
proximately equal game: 18...c4 19 
Gxh7+ Sg8 20 Axf6+ Rxf6 21 
Exf6 Wxf6 22 Wxd5+ Wf7 23 
Wxf7+ @xf7 24 Rxc4+ Sg7 25 b4 
QDc6 26 $.b2+ Gh6 =) 18...Wxb5 19 
G®xh7+ Sg8 20 Axf6+ Rxf6 21 
Wxd5+ g7 22 Bg5 Dd7 23 Bxf6 
Axf6 24 Rxf6+ Sxf6 25 Bfl+ Yg7 
26 Wf7+ and the storm in a teacup 
ends in perpetual check — Hardicsay. 
14 Rb5 “\bd7 
15 Axe5 
15 0-O changes nothing: 15...8f8! 
(15...a6? is bad: 16 AxeS Rxe5 17 
d6+! Sf8 18 Wd5 2d4+ 19 Ghl 
6 20 Rh6+ Sg8 21 Hxf6! and 
White is winning) 16 @xe5 Exe5 — 
this position can also arise after 15 
Gxe5. 
IS) x Sf8! (D) 
15...2xe5 16 0-0 is worse, since 
Black cannot get a satisfactory game 
after either 16...8f£8 17 Wf3 f5 18 
24 2d4+ (or 18...a6 19 gxf5! axb5 
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20 fxg6+ Se7 21 2f4 with advan- 
tage) 19 Gh1l DeS 20 Wg2 Ha8 21 
gxf5 Sg7 22 2g5 Hd6 23 Hael + 
Rajkovié-Planinc, Majdanpek 1976, 
or 16...c4 17 d6+ @f8 18 2h6+! (an 
important improvement) 18...g8 
19 Wd5 Wc5+ 20 Wxc5 Axc5 21 
&xe8 Hxe8 22 Kael with a clear 
plus for White — Kapengut. 

16 0-0 Exe5 

17 2f4 c4!? (D) 

This move may decide the fate of 
the whole Mikenas Attack; White’s 
position is preferable in the first two 
lines below: 

a) 17...a6 18 Sxe5 (18 &xd7!?) 
18...$2xe5 (or 18...Axe5 19 Re2 c4 
. 20 hl Wc5 21 Wd2 Hd8 22 Bfdi + 
Sosonko-Jakobsen, Barcelona 1975) 


19 2xd7 Wxd7 20 Wf3 Sg7 21 d6! 
+ 


b) 17...Be4 18 Wf3 £5 19 Hael 
$.d4+ 20 Phi Exel 21 Bxel Af6 
22 295 Ded 23 h3 DeS 24 We3 +. 

c) 17...£5 deserves a great deal 
of attention, for example 18 $2.d6+ 
@g8 19 Bxf5 exf5 20 Sxd7 Wxd7 
21 2xc5 Rxb2 22 Hbl Re5 23 Wd2 
f6 with equality; Curtin-Lobron, Yu- 
goslavia 1980. 
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18 Wd4! 

An excellent retort allowing 
White to equalize. His position 1s un- 
enviable after 18 S2xe5 Axe5 19 
@Gh1 Wc5 20 Ra4 Hd8 F, or 18 
$.xd7 Wc5+ 19 Ghl Bxd5 20 We4 
£5 21 Wh3 (nor does the following 
change anything: 21 Re6 fxg4 22 
£.d6+ Se8 23 S&xc5 Exc5 24 Hael 
Be5 25 Exe5 Rxe5 26 Hel Hd8! 
Kapengut) 21...&xd7 22 Wxh7 &f7 
23 Had1 Had8 24 Hxd7+ Hxd7 25 
h4 We7 again with an advantage to 
Black; Yuferov-Kapengut, Minsk 
1976. 

18 ... EF 

18...&h5 deserves attention: 19 
Wxc4 Ab6 20 Wb4+ Sg8 21 Hacl 
Wf8 22 Wb3 Exd5 23 2e3 Wd6 @ 
Astolfi-S.Kovaéevic, Cannes 1989. 

19 Wxc4 

19 &h6? loses to 19...2xh6 20 
&xd7 297! 21 Wxg7+ Sxg7 22 
&xc8 Exfl+ 23 @xfl Hxc8 —+ 
Legky-Shvedchikov, USSR 1978. 


19 ... Wxc4 
20 Rxc4 &xb2 
21 Hadi “eS 


In this endgame it is difficult to 
imagine any result except a draw. 


8 Taimanov’s 8 &.b5+ (A67) 


1d4 Af6 2¢4c53d5e64 c3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 £6 

7 f4 

8 2b5+!? (D) 


Rg7 


Z 
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1 


Now we move on to one of the 
most dangerous variations for Black 
of the Modern Benoni, and, if Iam to 
be truthful to the end, it is basically 
because of this check that I generally 
only play 3...c5 after 2...e6 3 Df3. 

Now we shall investigate two 
knight moves in detail: 

A) 8...abd7 

B) 8...Afd7 


Of course, the retreat of the knight 
from f6 is not an ideal move, as it de- 
stroys the harmony in Black’s posi- 
tion, but after the other replies Black 
has tactical problems. 

I should also mention 8...52d7?! 9 
e5 (9 2d3 0-0 10 Af3 &g4 leads to 
A68) 9...@h5 (nor will Black have 


much joy after 9...dxe5 10 fxe5 We7 
11 Df3 {or 11 We2 Rxb5 12 Axb5 
Qxd5 13 Dd6+ Sf8 14 DAf3 Dc 15 
0-0 Axe5 16 Axe5 Rxe5 17 Rh6+ 
Be8 18 Ded +} 11...0-0 12 0-0 Ag4 
13 Rf4 AxeS5 14 Rxe5! Rxe5 15 
Eel [6 16 2c4 &g7 17 d6and White 
has an obvious advantage; Lau-Per- 
enyi, Budapest 1981) 10 @f3 and 
now: 

a) 10...0-0 11 S2xd7 Wxd7 (or 
11...Axd7 12 g4 Axf4 13 Axf4 
dxe5 14 S25 f6 15 &h4 and White 
wins) 12 0-0 ®a6 13 Hel Hae8 14 a3 
b6 15 b3 “@c7 16 Ha2 Hd8 17 g3 
dxe5 18 fxe5 h6 (18...Axd5? 19 @xd5 
Wxd5 20 Hd2 +—) 19 d6 + Hertneck- 
Vlahopoulos, Katerini 1993. 

b) 10...dxe5 11 fxe5 0-0 12 
Rxd7! Wxd7 (12...Axd7 loses: 13 
g4 Sxe5 14 gxh5 Axf3+ 15 Wxf3 
Ke8+ 16 Sd1 Wh4 17 h6 Qh8 18 
Rf4+-) 13 0-0 WES 14 Wa4 Qxe5 
15 DxeS WxeS5 16 Rh6 EHd8 17 
Kael Wd4+ 18 Wxd4 cxd4 19 Ab5 
G\a6 20 d6! and Black’s position is 
unenviable. 


A) 8...Abd7 


It is significantly more difficult for 
White to gain an advantage after this 
move than in the lines following 
8...582d7. 


9 e5 dxe5 
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9...4\h5 is also possible: 10 e6 
Wh4+ 11 Sf1 (11 g3 Axg3 12 DE3 
Wh3 13 exd7+ 2xd7 14 2xd7+ 
@xd7 15 Bg] 2xc3+ 16 bxc3 Bhe8+ 
17 De5+ dxe5 18 hxg3 exf4+ 19 
Sd2 Wh2+ 20 $d3 bSis totally un- 
clear) 11...2d4 12 exd7+ 2xd7 13 
We2+ Sd8 14 Bxd7 Sxd7 15 g3 
&\xg3+ 16 hxg3 Wxhl 17 Wg2 and 
White only has a small advantage. 

10 fxe5 QNh5 
11 e6(D) 

Significantly, you rarely see 11 
&\F3 0-0 12 2¢5 Wb6 13 We2 a6 14 
Ra4 (but not 14 2c4? AxeS 15 
Gxe5 He8 160-0 8xe5 17 Wd2 Wb4 
+ Cherepkov-KatiSonok, Leningrad 
1990) 14...Wb4 15 0-0-0! b5 16 
§.c2 with an advantage; Petursson- 
Miiller, Star Fojran 1991. 
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11 ... Wh4+ 

11...fxe6 12 dxe6 0-0 (certainly 
not 12...Wh4+? 13 g3 &xc3+ 14 
bxc3 We4+ 15 We2 Wxh1 16 exd7+ 
Sd8 17 Rg5+ Sc7 18 0-0-0 +- 
Mann-Kleinsorgen, Corr 1980) and 
now: 

a) 13 exd7 is weak because of 
13...8xc3+ (but not 13...Wh4+? 14 


@d2 &xd7 15 &xd7 Had8 
{15...8f2+ 16 Age2 Sxc3+ 17 
Sxc3 Wb4+ 18 Sc2 Wc4+ 19 Sb 
+—} 16 Sc2 Hf2+ 17 @bl xc3 18 
We4! £6 19 Dh3 and White wins, 
Aleksandrov-Wojtkiewicz, Wisla 
Bes 1992) 14 bxc3 Wh4+ 15 @d2 
(15 g3 We4+) 15..2xd7 16 &xd7 
Ef2+ 17 He2 Hd8 18 Sc2 We4+ 19 
Sb3 Exe2 F. 

b) 13 Wd5? is also weak because 
of 13...We7 14 S&xd7 2xd7 15 
Wxd7 (15 S2e3 2xc3+ 16 bxc3 2c6 
17 Wxc5 Wxe6 wins for Black; Bert- 
Poumart, Corr 1985) 15...8xc3+ 16 
bxc3 Wh4+ and again Black has an 
advantage. 

c) 13 Df3! S&d4!? (White has no 
problems achieving an advantage af- 
ter 13... Adf6 14 Wxd8 Exd8 15 e7 
Ed6 16 Ag5! Re6 17 0-0 a6 18 
Gxe6 axb5 19 Ac7 Bc8 20 A3xb5 
+, or 13...8xf3 14 Wxf3 2xc3+ 
{14..He5 15 Wd5 Wh4+ 16 g3 We7 
17 S25 Wxe6 18 Wd8+ 2f8 19 0-0 
&\f7 20 Exf7! wins swiftly} 15 bxc3 
Ge5 16 We4 Wf6 17 e7!? Wxe7 18 
0-0 S2f5 19 Wd5+ Yg7 20 Rg5! 
Wxg5 21 Wxe5+ Gh6 22 Hael + 
Kapengut) and now: 

cl) Everything is in order for 
Black after 14 @xd4 We5 15 Wb3 
e7 16 Wis Wh4+ 17 g3 Wxd4 18 
Wxd4 cxd4 19e7 Hg8 20 e8W Hxe8 
21 Sxe8 2h3, Martin. 

c2) It would appear that Black 
can support his position after 14 
Wb3!? We7! 15 Se3 DeS 16 Axe5 
Rxe3 17 AdS Qf2+!? (17... Wh4+ is 
considerably worse, and after 18 g3 
Rf2+ 19 Se2 Wed+ 20 He3 Wxe5 


21 e7+ Se6 22 exf8W+ Exf8 23 
Wxe6+! Wxe6 24 2c4 White gained 
the advantage in the game Mestel- 
Hodgson, British Ch (Southport) 
1983) 18 Se2 Wxe6 19 Ac7 Wxb3 
20 axb3 2d4! 21 “@xa8 Rxe5 22 
Exa7 224+ and Black has enough 
compensation for the exchange — 
Martin. 
c3) 14 &c4 deserves close ex- 
amination, and now not 14...We7 be- 
cause of 15 S225!. 
c4) 14 exd7 Rxd7 15 &g5 We8 
(15...Wb6 doesn’t help either: 16 
Wb3+ S2e6 17 S2c4 Hae8 18 0-0-0 
+—) 15...We8+ 16 Re2 Af4 17 Rxf4 
Exf4 18 @d5 Exf3 (the only move) 
19 gxf3 We5 20 Dc3 He8 21 Wb3+ 
Ph8 (21...8e6!7) 22 Bdl Rf5 23 
Ed2 and White is winning despite all 
Black’s tactical tricks; Emanuel Si- 
moncini-Caruso, Corr 1985. 
12 g3 G\xp3 
13 hxg3 
13 &f3 gives White nothing: 
13...%xc3+ 14 bxc3 We4+ 15 Sf2 
&\xh1+ 16 Wxh1 fxe6 17 dxe6 0-0 
18 exd7 Sxd7 19 Rxd7 Ef7 20 &b5 
c421 Rh6 Wh4+ 22 So2 We4+ 23 
@f2 Wh4+ = Littlewood-Hartoch, 
London 1984. 
| K ae Wxh1 
13...Wxg3+?! is bad because of 
14 @d2 Rxc3+ 15 bxc3 Wg2+ 16 
We2 Wxd5+ 17 @c2 Wxe6 18 Wxe6+ 
fxe6 19 &h6 with a big advantage; 
Fecht-Betker, Corr 1989. 
14 Re3 
This move promises White a 
small advantage, as does the alterna- 
tive 14 exd7+ xd7 (D) and now: 
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a) 15 We2+ gives Black more 
chances for a good game: 

al) 15...8f8 (not so good) 16 
Re3 He8 (16...8&xc3+ 17 bxc3 
Rxb5 18 Wxb5 Wxd5 19 Edi We4 
20 Wxc5+ &g7 21 Wd4+ Wxd4 22 
Rxd4+ £6 23 g4! £) 17 Sd2!. 

a2) 15...8d8 (a stronger move) 
16 225+! f6 17 0-0-0! He8! (White 
is winning after 17...fxg5 18 &xd7 
Sxd7 19 We6+ Sd8 20 Wd6+ Sc8 
21 @b5 +—) 18 Wfl fxg5 19 2xd7 
(19 Wf7? puts the initiative straight 
into Black’s hands: 19...8&xb5 20 
xb5 $xb2+! 21 Sxb2 Wg2+ 22 
Bcl Wxg3 23 d6 Wr4+ 24 Wxf4 
gxf4 25 @c7 Sd7 F Savchenko) 
19...8xd7 20 Wb5+ &c7 (20...8d6? 
21 Wxb7 Rxc3 22 Wc6+ Ye7 23 
d6+ and wins; Savchenko-Sandler, 
Belgorod 1989) 21 d6+ &d8 22 
\d5 Weg2! 23 Ac7 Wxb2+ 24 Wxb2 
Rxb2+ 25 Sxb2 Sd7 26 Axa8 
Exa8 27 @Af3 He8 28 @xg5 h6 29 
Qh7 He2+ 30 &c3 Hf2 31 Ehl and 
the most likely result is a draw — 
analysis by Savchenko. 

b) 15 &xd7+ Sxd7 16 We4+ (16 
Wa4+ also deserves attention, for 
example 16...8c8 17 Re3 Rxc3+ 
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18 bxc3 Wxd5 19 Hdl Wc6 20 Wc4 
+) 16..£5 17 Wa4+ Sc8 18 2e3 
Rxc3+! (18...2h67! loses: 19 &xc5 
We2 20 Wc4! He8+ 21 Dge2 
Wxg3+ 22 dl We4 23 2d4+ Sd7 
24 d6! +— Burgess-Anderson, Lon- 
don 1985) 19 bxc3 Wxd5 20 Hdl 
Wo6 21 We4!? (21 Wxc6+ bxc6 22 
&xc5 Hb8 23 Hd2 Hd8 24 He2 
Ed3 25 2d4 &d7 only led to equal- 
ity in Thorsteins-Ashley, New York 
1989) 21...He8 22 Sf2 b5 23 Wxc5 
Wxc5 24 Rxc5 Bc7 25 Df3 + Go- 
mas-Gallego, Spain 1991. 

Returning to the position after 14 
Re3 (D) inthe main line: 
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14 ... 0-0 


Black could have had huge prob- 
lems after 14...8xc3+ 15 bxc3 We4 
(15...a6 16 exd7+ &xd7 17 &xd7+ 
&xd7 {Thuesen-de Firmian, Farum 
1993) 18 We4+!9£5 19 We5 with an 
advantage) 16 Wf3 Wxf3 17 @xf3! 
(promising more than 17 exd7+!? 
Sxd7 18 $xd7+ @xd7 19 Dxf3 b6 
20 De5+ Ye7 21 a4, with just an 
edge for White; Kouatly-Schmitt- 
diel, Augsburg 1988) 17...fxe6 18 
dxe6 0-0! 19 &h6!! (there is only 


equality after 19 exd7 Sxd7 20 
&xd7 Exf3 21 Rxc5 Hxg3 22 
Re6+ Sg7 23 Rd4+ Sf8 = C.Nik- 
oli¢-Lindermann, Harkany 1987) 
19...8xf3 (or 19...e8 20 0-0-0 Af6 
21 S&xe8 Rxe6 22 Ra4 Rxa2 23 
BDe5 +) 20 Bd1! Bxc3 (both 20... Bf5 
21 2c4! He5+ 22 Sf2 Gh8 23 exd7 
Qxd7 24 Bxd7 Bg8 25 27+! +and 
20...Af8 21 e7 Sd7 22 exf8W+ 
EKaxf8 23 &c4+ @h8 24 Exd7 +-— 
are quite dismal) 21 exd7 S£xd7 22 
&xd7 a6 Kalinin-Konev, Corr 1991, 
and after 23 fl! Ef8 (23...b5 24 
Ro? +-) 24 Hp7+ Hh8 25 Bxb7 
White is winning, Kalinin. 


15 exd7 Rxd7 
16 Sxd7 Hae8!? 
17 Rxe8 Exe8 
18 We2!? 


Probably stronger than 18 @d2 
Sxc3+! 19 bxc3 Wxd5+ 20 &c2 
We4+ 21 Wd3 Wxe3 © Crouch-Mar- 
tin, England 1985. 

18... .d4 
19 0-0-0 Exe3 
20 We2! 

and due to the powerful d5-pawn 

we should prefer White. 


B) 8...afd7 


White now has a number of moves, 
of which I am absolutely convinced 
that 9 a4 is the most dangerous for 
Black, but it is worth noting that his 
problemsare not so easy after other 
continuations either. Thus we con- 
sider: 

Bl) 9 Af3 

B2) 9 Re2 


B3) 9 2d3 
B4) 9 a4 


9 Af a6 
10 2d3 

10 Re2 bS 11 a4 b4 12 Abi 0-0 
13 Abd2 AF6 14 0-0 He8 15 2d3 
c4! = 
10 ... b5 
11 0-0 0-0 (D) 


B1) 


— 


12 Phil 

Black has no cause for concern af- 
ter 12 a4 c4 13 Rc2 Wh6+ 14 Gh 
b4 15 aS We7 16 De2 “Ac5 17 €5 
S24 with an equal position, or 12 
Be2 Db6 13 “3 He8 14 h3 D&d7 
15 Bb1 Wc7 16 b3 c4; nor is 12 Wel 
dangerous: 12...Ke8 13 Wg3 c4 14 
2c2b4 15 Da4 Af6 16 £5 Axe4 17 
Sixe4 Bxe4 18 Ags Rxf5 19 Dxe4 
&xe4 with chances for both sides, 
Hartston. 

12° sx He8 

Black also has reasonable chances 
to equalize after: 

a) 12...b4 13 Ha4 (13 Abl DAbb 
14 DAbd2 Rg4 15 h3 Rxf3 16 Axf3 
c4 17 &c2 A8d7 =) 13...0b6 14 
“2)xb6 Wxb6 15 Ad2 Ad7 16 Dc4 
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We7 17 £5 He8 18 £4 De5 Milov- 
Totsky, Moscow 1991. 

b) 12...c4 13 S&c2 b4 14 Da4 
£6 15 Re3 DAbd7 16 Sd4 He8 17 
Eel &h6 18 g3 a5 Cvitan-Velimi- 
rovic, Yugoslav Cht 1989. 

c) 12...Qb6 deserves attention: 
13 £5 D8d7!7 14 Rg5 RL6 15 Rfl4 
We7 16 Wd2 2b7 = Glek-Anikaev, 
Minsk 1983. 

13 Wel 

A pawn attack in the centre is not 
very dangerous for Black, e.g. 13 e5 
dxe5 14 fxe5 Axe5 15 Ke5 Wh6 16 
Gxe5 Exe5 17 Wf3 Ha7 18 Hael £5 
19 Sf4 d7!? with a good game, 
Volke-Griinfeld, Saint John 1988, 
whilst 13 £5 b4 14 De2 Af6 15 Rg5 
G\bd7 16 Dg3 a5 17 Wd2 a6 18 
&xa6 Hxa6 leads to a complicated 
game with mutual chances; Volke- 
Moiseev, Biel 1993. 


13... b4 

14 @®dl1 “M6 

15 Wh4 a5 

16 Af Ra6 

17 Rxa6 Exa6!? = 


It is clear that 9 AF3 should not 
scare Black. 


B2) 9 Se2!? 0-0 

The rare move 9...Wh4+!? deserves 
attention, with the further possibility 
10 g3 We7 11 AfF3 DAb6 12 0-0 Rg4 
13 e5 0-0 14 De4 dxeS 15 d6 We8 16 
fxe5 D8d7 17 Rl4 Rxf3 18 Rxf3 
Bxe5 19 Axc5 Axf3+ 20 Bxf3 Wc6 
leading to equality; Korzubov-Kap- 
engut, Minsk 1985. This variation is 
not forced, of course, but the check 
itself will be remembered, as we 
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have already seen it more than once 
in this chapter. 
10 ®f3(D) 


Yj 


le 
r 


‘7 


\ 


WY 
KEN 


~ 


10... “a6 
Black’s attempts to gain equality 

after 10...Ke8 have thus far not been 
crowned with success, for example 
11 0-0 Ba6 (or 11...2xc3 12 bxc3 
Exe4 13 S&d3 He8 14 c4 @f8 15 
&b2 with very good compensation; 
White has an excellent game after 
11...0f8 12 e5 Dbd7 13 DgS dxe5 
14 £5 Af6 15 g4h6 16 Aged gxf5 17 
gxf5 @8h7 18 $265 with enormous 
pressure for the pawn; Moskalenko- 
Perenyi, Budapest 1988) 12 @h1! 
. c7 13 a4 b6 14 £5! $2.46 (nor does 
14...He5 bring any relief: 15 &g5 £6 
16 Dxe5 Exe5 17 RL4 He8 18 fxg6 
hxg6 19 Wel) 15 Rxa6 Axa6 16 
G\g5 2f6 17 fxg6 hxg6 18 We4 + 
J.IIvanov-Priehoda, Orange 1992, 
whilst 10...a6 11 a4 is examined un- 
der 9 a4 0-0 10 DfF3 a6 11 Re?. 

11 0-0 GNc7 

12 a4 

12 4d2 deserves attention, for ex- 

ample 12...e8 13 Sf3 Hb& 14 a4 
Rd4+ 15 Ghl Af6 16 Ha3! b5S 17 


axb5 @xb5 18 @xb5 Bxb5 19 Bxa7 
Hb4 20 Ha8 + Hort-Bellén, Manila 
OL 1992. 
12 aa a6 

In the game Moskalenko-Mager- 
ramov, Rostov 1993, Black could 
not equalize after 12...He8 13 Wc2 
G6 14 Rd2 Red 15 Kael Dab 
(15...a6 16 h3 Rxf3 17 Rxf3 b5 18 
e5! +) 16 2c4 Db4 17 Wb3 +. 

13 2d2 

13 @hl Bb8 14 a5 b5 15 axb6 
&\xb6 16 £5 gxf5!? led to an unclear 
game in Hollis-Nunn, Oxford 1975, 
and Black has no particular dif ficul- 
ties after 13 Ad2 2d4+!? (13...f57! 
14 BDc4 fxe4 15 Axd6 d4+ 16 
Phl AE 17 Axc8 Exc8 18 £5! + 
Aleksandrov-Skrobek, Wisla 1992) 
14 Phi D6 15 RF3 He8. 


13... Eb8 
14 Rel b5 
15 &h4 R16 
16 Sxf6 Oxf 6 
17 5 b4 
18 exf6 bxc3 
19 bxc3 Wxf6 
20 Wd2 Eb3 
21 Rc! 


with a small advantage to White; 
Moskalenko-Totsky, Moscow 1992. 


B3) 9 d3 0-0 
9...a6 10 a4 is examined under 9 a4 
a6 10 Rd3. 

A reasonable alternative to the 
text move would be 9...Wh4+, with 
the further possibility of 10 g3 (10 
Sf17! 0-0 11 Af3 Wd8 12 Sf2 Wb6 
13 &g3 £5! 14 exf5 Af6 gives Black 
the initiative) 10...We7 (10...Wd8!7) 


11 Df3 0-0 12 0-0 Ab6 (D) (White 
has an easy game after 12...Af6 13 
e5! dxe5 14 fxe5 Ag4 15 Rg5 £6 16 
2c4 +, or 12...0a6 13 Hel Ac7 14 
a4 b6 15 Rf1!? a6 16 e5! Rb7 17 
&\g5 with a clear advantage; the text 
move is a good explanation of the 
idea behind the check — White does 
not have h3, and it gives Black the 
chance to exchange his somewhat 
superfluous bishop). 


tai” Kel 
Ba], WaBa 


Ply hes, m > “at 
a & Ysa 


We boreM, 
Yy Yip, 
Yi, 8 


770? 


13 &g2 (13 Hel Rg4 14 Rfl 
“a6 15 h3 Rxf3 16 Wxf3 Dc7 17 
S.d2 Wd7 18 a4 Hae8 = Kapengut) 
13...224 (13...0a6!? is not bad 
either, for example 14 We2 He8 15 
Kel Ab4 16 2bS5 Rd7 17 Rxd7 
Wxd7 with a level position; Skem- 
bris-Griinfeld, Graz 1981) 14 h3 
Rxf3+ 15 Wxf3 A8d7 (or 15...c4 16 
Rc2 Wa6 17 a3 Ac5 18 &Le3 Abd7 
19 Hadi Hab8 20 Bfel b5 21 €5 b4 
with chances for both sides; Lau- 
Dolmatov) 16 a4 c4 17 &c2 “@c5 18 
Re3 DAbd7 19 Had1 a6 = Lukacs- 
Psakhis, Sarajevo 1981; all the ideas 
linked with the check on h4 are in 
need of further investigation. 

10 ®f3(D) 
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Now we discuss two principal 
continuations for Black, of roughly 
equal popularity: 

B31) 10...a6 

B32) 10...Aa6 


Besides these moves, Black may 


a) 10...b6 11 We2!? (White has 
the more promising position after 11 
a4 Ga6 12 0-0 Ac7 He8 15 Rh4 + 
Van Wely-Armas, Sonnevanck 1992, 
or 11 0-0 a6 12 a4 c4 { 12...2xd3 
13 Wxd3 a6 14 Phi He8 15 Ad2 +) 
13 Bc2 AcS 14 Re3) 11...Be8 
(11...0f6 12 0-0 He8 13 e5!? Abd7 
14 S2c4 dxe5 15 fxe5 Ag4 16 Re5 + 
ECO) 12 0-0 a6 13 a4 f5 14 We2 
fxe4 15 Axe4 AL6 16 WegS! and by 
now White’s threats are difficult to 
repulse; Lapenis-Sokolowski, Corr 
1980. 

b) 10...€f6!? (for some incom- 
prehensible reason this move is al- 
most never seen in practice) 11 0-0 
S24 12 h3 Rxf3 13 Wxf3 Da6 14 
Kf2!? (or 14 Re3 DAb4 15 bl 
G\d7 16 a3 Dab 17 Kd3 Hb8 18 
GYb5 Wb6 19 Habl “Ac7 = I.Farago- 
Perenyi, Hungary 1974) 14...2%b8 15 
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He2 Ac7 16 a4 a6 17 Re3 bS 18 
axb5 axb5 19 e5 @fe8 with an un- 
clear game, Kapengut. 


B31) 10 ... a6 
11 a4 &f6 (D) 

White has a clear advantage after 
11...Wc7 12 0-0, for example 12...c4 
(12...%e8!7) 13 2c2 Ac5 14 Le3 (or 
14 h3 Abd7 15 Re3 Hb8 16 Rd4 b5 
17 axb5 axb5 18 S&xg7 Sxg7 19 
Wd4+ £620 Ad1 He8 21 Af2 witha 
slight plus for White; Ligterink- 
Lobron, Amsterdam 1983) 14...2g24 
15 &d4 (it’s not worth losing time 
with h3, e.g. 15 h3 S&xf3 16 Exf3 
G\bd7 17 a5 Bfe8 = Furman-Dorf- 
man, Minsk 1976) 15...8&xf3 16 
Exf3 Abd7 (16...2xd4+ 17 Wxd4 
Wb6 18 a5! Wxb2 19 Ha2 Wb4 20e5 
+ Szabo-Robatsch, Maribor 1978) 
17 Rxg7 Sxg7 18 Wd4+ Sgs 19 
Wxc4 Wb6 208 f2, Basin-Kapengut, 
Minsk 1985. Now 20...Wxb2 is bad 
because of 21 Hb1 Wa3 22 Hf3 and 
the queen is in great danger. 

Black also has something difficult 
to think about after 11...He8 12 0-0 
. Wc7 13 Wb3!?, for example 13...b6 
14 Rc4 Rxc3 15 Wxc3 Bxe4 16 
&\g5 Ke7 17 b3! + Yuneev-Bakalarz, 
Miedzybrodzie 1991. 

12 h3!? 

This is probably stronger than the 
more popular alternative 12 0-0 224 
13 h3 Rxf3 14 Wxf3 Abd7: 

a) Black has no hint of a problem 
after 15 a5 bS 16 axb6 Wxb6 17 Sh1 
De8 =. 

b) 15 @hl We7 16 S&e3 Hab8 17 
a5 b5 18 axb6 Hxb6 19 Hxa6 Hxa6 


8 ea 
a owe 7 


20 Sxa6 Hb8 21 Hf2 Wa5 22 2d3 
&h5!? gives Black excellent com- 
pensation for the pawn; Piskov- 
Nedev, Star Dojran 1991. 

c) 15 Se3 isnot dangerous either 
due to 15...&c8!? (instead 15...\W7 
16 2c4 Ab6 17 b3 Afd7 18 Rf2at 
favours White, as does 15...He8 16 
Kael Bc8 17 He2c4 18 Rc2 b5 19 
axb5 axb5 20 Axb5 Ac5 21 Wa7! 
G\fxe4 22 Axc8 Wxc8 23 Rxc5 
&\xc5 24 £5 + Lapienis-Kasparov, 
Baku 1978) 16 %&c4 (16 Kael c4 17 
Rc2 We8 18 WF2 Wa5 =) 16...Ab6 
17 b3 Afd7 18 Rf2 (18 Wd2!7) 
18...25!9 19 g3 Wf6 with excellent 
counterplay — Kapengut. 

c) 15 $d2!? and now Black 
should advance his c-pawn, since 
other attempts to get a good game are 
not crowned with success: 

cl) 15...He8 16 a5 “c7 17 Ha2 
Eb8 18 Sh2 He8 19 Hb b5 20 axb6 
Exb6 21 b3 Wb8 22 Rc4 + Djurié- 
Tringov, Sombor 1980. 

c2) 15...Ke8 16 Sc4! Ab6 (or 
16...Dh5 17 g4 Bd4+ 18 bg? Dhf6 
19 Kael “b6 20 b3 again with ad- 
vantage to White; Leverett-Wojt- 
kiewicz, Chicago 1989) 17 b3 Axc4 


18 bxc4 @d7 19 Hael Wa5 20 Wd3 
with an edge for White. 
c3) 15...We7 16 Sc4 Ab6 17 b3 
G\fd7 18 Hael Kae8 19 Wd3 Wd8 20 
e5! (20 Gh1 is worse: 20...Wh4 21 
EKe2 95!2223 Wh5 23 Be? Yxc4 24 
bxc4 f5! and Black took the game 
into his own hands; Farago-Suetin, 
Dubna 1979) 20...dxe5 21 £5 e4 22 
G\xe4 $.d4+ (at least freeing the 
bishop; 22...Ae5 23 Wg3 Axd5 24 
S.xd5 Wxd5 25 £6 Rh8 26 Rh6 + 
is unsatisfactory — Pinter) 23 @hl 
De5 24 Wc2 Abxc4 25 bxc4 + Pin- 
ter-Djuri¢c, Bajmok 1980. 
c4) 15...c4!2 16 S&xc4 Wb6+ 17 
Ef2 Wxb2 18 Hbl Wa3 19 Bxb7 
&\c5 20 Hb1 Afd7 with compensa- 
tion for the pawn; Lukacs-Szalan- 
czy, Hungary 1982. 
12. 5: Ke8 
White’s position is better after 
12...c4 13 S2c2 Abd7 14 Re3, and 
especially after the insignificant 
12...b6?! 13 0-0 &b7 14 Wb3 Ha7 
15 Sic4 Dfd7 16 Rd2 + Bareev- 
Risti¢é, Vrnjacka Banja 1987. 
13 0-0 “\bd7 
Or 13...c4 14 &c2 Abd7 15 SLe3 
We7 16 2d4 Wc5 17 Hel with a 
slight advantage for White; Sher- 
eshevsky-Sarbai, Minsk 1980. 
14 Hel We7 
15 e3 
15 @d2!? also deserves attention, 
for example 15...c4 16 Axc4 Ac5 17 
Re3 Afd7 18 Bcl + F.Portisch-Van 
der Sterren, Wijk aan Zee 1985, as 
does 15 S2c2!7. 
TS: iss Eb8 
16 Kel 
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More exact than 16 S&f2 c4 17 
Rco2AWc5 18 e5 Afd7 19 hl b5 ~ 
Farago-Griinfeld, Toronto 1984. 

16 c4 


17 &bl b5 
18 axb5 axb5 
19 Dd4 b4 
20 “Acb5 We5 
21 Rf2 Rab 
22 b3 c3 
23 2d3 


and here White’s advantage is not 
in doubt; Farago-Griinfeld, Philadel- 
phia 1986. 


B32) 10 D\a6 


This move is linked with organizing 
counterplay on the queenside. 
11 0-0(D) 


We shall now examine two moves 
in detail: 

B321) 11...2c7 

B322) 11...2b8 


This is how other moves work 
out: 

a) 11...2\b4 and now: 

al) If 12 2bi then after 12... 2b8 
(the less exact 12...He8 13 Ad2 Af6é 
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(13...He8 also deserves attention, 
for example 14 a4 {but not 14 Wf3? 
Qfxd5! 15 @Axd5 AxdS 16 2b5 
Ge3 17 Sxe8 Wxe8 18 Bf2 Dc2 19 
Ebl 2d420 Ac4 Mxf2+ 21 Sxf2 
d5! with advantage} 14...0h5!? 15 
“\c4 G\g3 16 Kel 2d4+ 17 @h2 
&f2 18 e5! with sufficient compen- 
sation, Kapengut) 14 Wf3 b5!? 15 
Q2xb5 “xb5 16 Bxb5 &d4+ 17 
@h1 Wh4 18 Gh2 Bb8 (18...Axf4?! 
19 4c4! +) 19 a4 a6 20 2c6 Bb4! 
with counter-chances. 
FD ci a6 (D) 

White’s chances are better after 
other moves: 

a) 12...A0f6 13 2c4! £24 14h3 
2xf3 15 Wxf3 Ad7 16 Ha2 a6 17 
Wd3 EHb8 18 b3 WF6 19 eS! dxe5 20 
“\e4 Wd8 21 d6 + Timman-Masié¢, 
Sombor 1979. 

b) 12...0a6?! 13 2e3 “Ab4 14 
Re2 He8 15 Rf2 a6 16 Shl Wec7 17 
G\d2 Af6 18 & g3 + Portisch-G.Gar- 
cia, Madrid 1973. 

c) 12..He8 13 Hel (just not 13 
G\d2?! because of 13...8d4+ 14 
Phi Af6 15 WE3 DAfxd5!) 13...Ha6 
14 h3 @b4 15 2c4 a6 16 Be3 Bhs 
17 S2f2 bS 18 axbS5 axb5 19 AxbS5 
“\b6 20 Sf1 2xb2 21 2h4! Wd7 
22 Ha7 Hb7 23 Ha5 &g7 24 e5 + 
T.Petrosian-Rodriguez, Las Palmas 
1974. 

d) The evaluation of the position 
is not changed by 12...b8 13 Wel 
b6 14 e5! He8 15 Wg3 S2a6 16 2bS5! 
dxe5 17 fxe5 &2xb5 18 axb5 Axe5 
19 Bxa7 @xd5 20 2h6! with advan- 
tage for White; Lacha-Jerman, Corr 
1984. 
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13 Wel 

13 Se3 Eb8 14 f2 b5 15 Bh4 
&£6 leads to equality. 

13 @h1!? Hb8 transposes to the 
line with 11...2b8. 

13 £5!? deserves attention, for ex- 
ample 13...Ae5 14 Axe5 Rxe5 15 
Hf3 and White’s initiative can be- 
come quite unpleasant for his oppo- 
nent. 

13 @d2 often occurs in practice, 
with the further possibilities: 

a) White has an obvious advan- 
tage in the event of 13...&b8 14 Ac4 
Gf6 15 a5 AbS 16 £5! S2d7 (or 
16...Ae8 17 Da4 Ad4 18 Dab6 Dc7 
19 2£4 Dcb5 20 We4 He8 21 We3! 
+ Farago-Planinc, Polanica Zdroj 
1979) 17 & £4 DhS 18 Bd2 He8 19 
Wed Sf6 20 Wh4 + Farago-Rajna, 
Hungary 1981. 

b) 13...Af6! and now: 

b1) After 14 @\c4 Black must not 
play 14...Ag47?! because of 15 Wel!, 
but 14...224!7 15 Wel b5 16 axb5 
axb5 17 Hxa8 Wxa8 18 @xd6 c4 19 
&.b1 Wa6 gives an unclear game. 

b2) Black does not experience 
any particular problems after 14 
Wel, for example 14...2%b8 15 a5 
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S.d7 16 Ac4 &b5 17 Wg3 He8 18 
Eel Dh5 19 WF3 Sxc4 20 Sxc4 b5 
21 axb6 Exb6 = Cherepkov-Kapen- 
gut, USSR 1980. 

b3) 14 h3 Bb8 (14...$2d7 is not 
very good: 15 Ac4 b5 16 Axd6 
&cxd5 17 e5! Axc3 18 bxc3 Ad5 19 
x26 hxg6 20 Wxd5 with a big ad- 
vantage for White; Lukacs-Bonsch, 
Berlin 1982) 15 a5 He8! (15...$2d7 
16 Dc4 {16 e5 Afxd5 17 exd6 De3 
18 dxc7 Wxc7 =) 16...2b5 17 Wf3 
Sxc4 18 Rxc4 Ad7 19 Rd2 b5 20 
axb6 Axb6 21 Rxa6 Axa6 22 Hxa6 
&\c4 23 Scl Axb2 = Pieters-Andri- 
jevic, Budapest 1988) 16 Ac4 Ab5 
17 Hel h5 and Black’s position is 
already more promising; Lukacs- 
Maus, Budapest 1990. 

1S: - sass Eb8 
14 a5 

For many years it was thought that 
White’s threats were irresistible after 
14 e5, but recently this point of view 
has been called into question: 
14...A)b6 15 £5!72 dxe5 16 fxg6 fxg6! 
(16...hxg6 17 De4!? gives White the 
initiative) 17 Sg5 Wd6 18 Wh4 
4\bxd5! (an important improve- 
ment compared with 18...@\cxd5? 
19 Had1 c4 20 Axd5 cxd3 21 De7+ 
Gh8 22 AxeS!! Gulko-Savon, Lvov 
1978) 19 2c4 (19 Had1!? Re6 20 
&\e4!? deserves attention) 19...s2e6 
20 Had1 Wc6 21 S&h6 Axc3! 22 
bxc3 &xh6 23 Axe5 (23 Sxe6+ 
Gxe6 24 Wxh6 Bf5 F) 23...2e3+ 24 
Phil Bxfl+ 25 Bxfl Wd6! and in 
Seidler-Priepke, Corr 1989, Black 
repulsed the attack and even stood 
better. 


14... b5 
15 axb6 “\xb6 
15...Bxb6 16 e5 He8 17 Wg3 
dxe5 18 f5! =. 


16 f5 &\d7 
17 Rg5 {6 
18 Rcl 25 
19 @d2 


with a small advantage to White; 
Siniavsky-Kapengut, Rostov 1976. 


B322) 11 ... Eb8!? (D) 
A sneaky move, presenting White 
with the greatest number of prob- 
lems. 


12 @hi 


Without a doubt the most useful 
move. Black has no problems after 
12 Hel b5! and 13 &xb5 is impossi- 
ble because of 13...82xc3. 

Black equalizes in the event of 12 
GNb5 Wb6 13 Ph1 (13 Sc4 Ac7 14 
a4 &xb5 15 axb5 a6 16 S&d2 Wc7 =) 
13...0f6 14 a4 DAb4 15 aS Wd8 16 
Gxa7 2d7 =. 

12 Re3 D6 13 Sh1 Ac7 14 RE2 
(14 a4!7) 14..b5 15 2h4 b4 16 Dbl. 
Wd7 17 Abd2 DhS5! Rodriguez-Bou- 
aziz, Riga IZ 1979, 1s fine for Black. 


After 12 @d2 Black must chose 
between 12...b5!? 13 a4 (13 Axb5 
c4! 14 Axc4!? Exb5 15 Axd6 Xb4 
16 a3 Hd4! 17 Db5 Bxe4 18 Rxe4 
Wb6+ 19 Sh1 Wxb5 20 Rd3 Wb6 
with a small advantage) 13...bxa4 14 
Exa4 Db4 15 DAc4 Rab =, and 
12...0f6!? 13 h3 (or 13 WF3 Agd 14 
h3 $2d4+ 15 Sh1 Ab4 16 2b1 Wh4 
with an attack) 13...0h5!? 14 a4 
GYb4 15 Bc4 £5 =. 

12 ... Gc7 
13 a4 a6 

13...0f6 gives White additional 
possibilities: 14 2c4! a6 15 e5 Afe8 
16 We2 with an advantage. 

14 a5(D) 

If 14 We2 then 14...2f6!? 15 a5 
b5 16 axb6 Exb6 17 Ad2 He8 18 
“\c4 Kb4 19 2d2 AbS gives Black 
a comfortable enough position; Pin- 
ter-Danner, Lucerne OL 1982. 

Black can also look to the future 
with optimism after 14 £5 b5 15 axb5 
(15 Rg5 D6 16 e5 dxe5 17 Axe5 
Sb7 18 Ac6 Rxc6 19 dxc6 c4 20 
Sc2 Wxd1 21 Haxd1 Eb6 = Sot- 
nikov-Totsky, Orel 1992) 15...axb5 
16 &g5 and now: 

a) 16...f6?! is relatively weak: 
17 2f£4 De5 18 h3 Hf7 19 g4 + 
Spassky-Savon, Moscow 1971. 

b) 16...Wc7 deserves attention, 
for example 17 $2xb5 axb5 18 e5! 
f6! (18...dxe5 19 d6 Wb7 20 @d5 
with an attack; Reviakin-Tripolsky, 
Corr 1988) 19 exd6!? (the game is 
unclear after 19 exf6 Axf6 20 fxg6 
hxg6 21 @h4 Dh7! 22 Wd2 VFS 
Schrancz-Mi.Tseitlin, Corr 1985) 
19... Wxd6 20 2h4 gxf5 21 Bg3 ~, 
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c) 16...2f6! 17 AxbS (17 Rf4!7) 
17...axb5 18 Wd2 c4 19 Qc2 b4, 
Zaichik-Taborov, Tallinn 1976. 


£w 


14 ... b5 
In Hartston-Nunn, London 1977, 
14...Be8 15 Se3 b5 16 axb6 Bxb6 
17 Ha2 Af6 18 Rf2 AbS 19 Rh4 


Wd7 was roughly equal. 
15 axb6 &\xb6 
16 f5 gxfS! 
17 exf5 &\bxd5 
18 @xd5 &\xd5 
19 Rxa6 &\b4 
20 Sxc8 Exc8 


with equality; Ehlvest-Dolmatov, 
Moscow 1981. 


B4) 9 a4/(D) 


xa 2) 
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Now we shall look at three con- 
tinuations in detail: 

B41) 9...Wh4+ 

B42) 9...a6 

B43) 9...0-0 


Firstly we should note that at- 
tempts to manoeuvre the queen’s 
knight before castling run into 
problems: 9...2a6 10 @f3 Ac7 (on 
b4 the knight proves to be isolated 
from the main battle, for example 
10...Ab4 11 0-0 a6?! 12 &xd7+! 
&xd7 13 £5! 0-0 14 225 f6 15 Rf4 
gxf5 16 &xd6 + Kasparov-Nunn, 
Lucerne OL 1982) 11 0-0!? Axb5 
(White has a dangerous initiative 
after 11...a6 12 &xd7+ S2xd7 13 £5 
0-0 14 S2g5 Rf6 15 Wd2 De8 16 
Wf4 We7 17 Wh4 + Baumbach-Dan- 
ner, Corr 1985) 12 @xb5!? Abs 
(12...Ab6 13 a5) 13 £5 a6 14 Dc3 
0-0 15 &¢5 Wb6 16 Wd2withan ob- 
vious advantage; Trostianetsky-Sli- 
apkin, Corr 1988. 
B41) 9 ... Wh4+ 

10 g3 
_ Black’s problems are simpler af- 
ter 10 $f1, forexample 10...a6!? 11 
Qf3 Wd8 12 2d3 (or 12 &2c4 Ab6 
13 Me2 &g4 14 DAd2 Rxe2+ 15 
Wxe2 D8d7 16 a5 Wc8 17 Dc4 0-0 
=) 12...0f6 13 h3 DhS 14 Sf2 c4! 
15 &xc4 Wb6+. 

10 ... We7 

10...Wd8 does not equalise: 11 
GF3 0-0 12 0-0 a6 13 &c4! Abo 14 
Ste2 24 15 Dg5! Rxe2 16 Wxe2 
We7 17 a5 cB 18 2d2 Ad7 19 Hael 
Olafsson-Psakhis, Moscow 1989. 


11 “Af 

11 WFf3 is not so clear: 11...0a6 
12 Age2 Ab4 13 0-0 0-0 14 24 Ac2 
15 a2 Ad4 16 Wg2 AxbS5 17 axb5 
He8 with mutual chances; Hort-Hu- 
lak, Indonesia 1982. 

| ere 0-0 

11...8xc3+ 12 bxc3 Wxe4d+ 13 
f20-0 14 Hel WS 15 Rf1!? Af6 
16 c4 gives White more than enough 
compensation. 

12 0-0 Ga6 (D) 

Or 12...a6 13 2d3 He8 14 Bg2 
G8 15 h3 Abd7 16 &d2 Hb8 17 
Eb1 Wd8 18 Hel with a small advan- 
tage for White; Sergienko-Parkanyi, 
Nagykanizsa 1993. 


Y Lh LLG 

Uj, 
a, 4 , 
Ww OY 


13 Hel!? 

The game is unclear after 13 e5 
dxe5 (13...2\b47! is weaker: 14 De4 
Gb6 { 14...dxe5 15 d6 We6 16 Hegs 
Wf5 17 DxeS +) 15 Dxd6 D6xd5 
16 2d2 S24 17 Wb3 Had8 18 S2c4 
with alarge White advantage; Bagi- 
rov-Malaniuk, Baku 1983) 14 d6 
Wd8 15 Ad5 e4 16 Dg5 (Black has 
no reason to fear the continuation 16 
De5 Bh8 17 De7 Axe5 18 fxe5 
&xe5 19 2f4 &27 Kouatly-Hulak, 


‘Toluca IZ 1982) 16...8d4+ 17 Re3 
Rxe3+ 18 Axe3 ALG 19 £5. 
| kare &\b4 
14 e5!? 
14 Wb3 is less dangerous in view 
of 14...a6 15 Rf1 b6 16 h3 Rb7 17 
Rd2 (17 2g2? Ad3 18 He2 b5! 19 
axb5 c420 Wc2 axbS5 gives Black the 
initiative; Ree-Lobron, Paris 1983) 
17...Rae8 18 Had1 Wd8 ~ Lobron. 
White also preserves a small ad- 
vantage after 14 &f1 He8 (or 14...b6 
15 &c4 &b7 16 Wb3 Hae8 17 &d2 
a6 18 He2 +) 15 Ab5!? Af6 16 e5 
Ofxd5 17 Axd6 Hd8 18 Wb3 we6 
19 S&c4 Malaniuk- Yudasin, Moscow 


1988. 
14 ... a6 
15 fl dxe5 
16 d6 We8 
17 fxe5 


and Black faces a difficult de- 
fence, Tal-Velimirovic, Moscow IZ 
1982. 


B42) 9 ... a6 (D) 

Black hasn’t dismissed all thoughts 
of the check, but first he wants to 
force White to fix a position for the 
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10 Se2!? 

Black equalizes in the event of 10 
Rd3 Wh4+!? (White has an advan- 
tage after 10...Wb6 11 Af3 0-0 12 
G\d2!? D6 13 Dc4 We7 14 0-0 
G\bd7 15 &Rd2 Ab6 16 b3! Ag4 17 
Wf3 £5 18 exf5 gxf5 19 h3 Af6 20 
Hael + Anikaev-Sideif Zade, Dne- 
propetrovsk 1980) 11 g3 Wd8 12 
&\F3 0-0 13 0-0 Af6 14 Sg2 (or 14 
Wb3 &h3 15 Hel Aga 16 Wxb7 
G\d7 17 a5 We7 and after 18 Wb3! 
the game is unclear, but 18 &xa6? 
Eab8 19 Wc7 DdeS5!! loses quickly; 
Garcia Martinez-Pigusov, Moscow 
1987) 14...2¢4 15 h3 Qxf3+ 16 
Wxf3 Dbd7 17 Re3 WaS 18 Hael 
Eac8 19 &g1 De8 20 Rc2 Hbs = 
Schwarz-Pigusov, Biel 1989. 

10 ... Wh4+ 

10...0-0 11 @f3 is examined un- 
der 9...0-0 10 f3 a6 11 Se2. 

11 g3 Wd8 

It is difficult for Black to work 
things out after 11...We7 12 Af3 0-0 
(or 12...2xc3+?! 13 bxc3 Wxe4 14 
0-0 Af6 15c4 RES 16 DAh4 + Kou- 
atly-Tsuboi, Dubai OL 1986) 13 0-0 
G6 14 e5 De8 15 e6! fxe6 16 S2c4 
G\c7 17 Hel b5S 18 axb5 Rxc3 19 
bxc3 axb5 20 Bxa8 @xa8 21 Rxb5 
and it is not easy to defend Black’s 
position; Petursson-Fries Nielsen, 
Nestved 1988. 


12 Af 0-0 
13 0-0 Ee8 
14 &g2 


14 Wo2 Af 15 Sg2 Rg4 16 h3 
Sxf3+ 17 Rxf3 Abd7 18 Hel Hb8 
19 a5 h6 20 He2 We7 21 &d2 + Ce- 
balo-Lobron, Reggio Emilia 1985. 
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14 Hel doesn’t look bad either, 
after which Black should continue 
14...Af8 15 Rf1 Bg4 16 h3 Rxf3 
17 Wxf3 Dbd7 18 Rd2 Hc8 19 b3 +, 
since accepting the pawn sacrifice by 
14...2xc3 15 bxc3 Hxe4 16 c4 Df6 
17 Rb2 Kg4 18 h3! Kxf3 19 VRxf3 
Exel+ 20 Wxel gives White more 
than enough compensation; Ark- 
hipov-Sax, Hungary 1984. 

Black has a reasonable game in 
the event of 14 Ad2 2d4+!7 15 Sg2 
G6 16 2£3 Wd7 de Firmian-Griin- 
feld, Biel 1986. 

14 ... ONE8 
15 eS! 

Black’s life is not as hard after 15 
h3 Abd7 16 We2 Bb8 17 Rd2 Af 
Flear-Kovacevi¢, Paris 1992. 

After the text move White also 
has aclear advantage in the event of 
15...5224 16 Ag5! Sxe2 17 Wxe2 [6 
18 Age4 dxe5 19 £5 + Savchenko- 
Pigusov, Alborg 1992, as well as af- 
ter 15...dxe5 16 fxe5 Abd7 17 Rg5 
Wb6 18 a5 Wxb2 19 Dad +. 


0-0 (D) 


UY 


7 


10 Age? is not worth serious at- 
tention, as Black easily achieved an 
advantage after 10...Wh4+ 11 @f1 
We7 12 Sf2 Af6 13 2d3 Ag4+ 14 
&f3 Wh4 in the game Petrovi¢é-Mi- 
nasian, Novi Sad 1988. 

10 ... G\a6 

In Vaiser-Schalkx, Ostend 1992, 
White easily gained an advantage af- 
ter 10...0f6 11 0-0 Rg4 12 Hel!? 
(12 S&d2 Abd7 13h3 Rxf3 14 Wxf3 
a6 15 &c4 De8 16 Hael “c7 17 
Wd3 + Poleksié-Martié, Corr 1989, 
doesn’t look bad either) 12...@bd7 
13 eS dxe5 14 fxe5 DhS 15 Rxd7! 
Wxd7 16 h3 Sexf3 17 Wxf3. 

Nor can Black manage to equalize 
after 10...a6 11 Re2 ( for 11 Rd3 see 
9 2d3) and now: 

a) Life is not easy for Black af- 
ter 11...Af6 12 0-0, for example 
12...Re8 (12...We7?! 13 eS De8 14 
e6! fxe6 15 2c4 We7 16 dxe6 +— 
Kasparov-Kuijpers, Dortmund jr 
Wch 1980; 12...2¢4 13 e5! Rxf3 14 
Rxf3 dxe5 15 fxe5 Afd7 16 e6 We5 
17 $24 with an obvious advantage; 
Semkov-Peev, Sofia 1981) 13 e5!? 
dxe5 14 fxe5 Ag4 15 Rg5 f6 16 exf6 
SRxf6 17 Rxf6 Wxf6 18 d6! and 
White’s threats are difficult to re- 
pulse; Mestel-Littlewood, Hastings 
1982. 

b) 11...Wc7 leads toan advantage 
for White after 12 0-0 c4 13 @d2 b5 
14 axb5 Ab6 15 Gh1 Dbd7 16 e5! 
dxe5 17 Ade4 S2b7 18 bxa6 Exa6 19 
Exa6 &xa6 20 £5 + Li Zunian-Sax, 
Biel IZ 1985. 

c) 11...Be8 12 0-0 Af8 (Black 
cannot settle after 12...b6?! 13 h3 


b7 14 2c4h6 15 Hel Af8 16 e5 + 
[.ittkewood- Vela, Barnsdale 1989, or 
12...2xc3 13 bxc3 Exe4 14 2d3 
Hc8 15 c4 with a strong attack for 
the pawn) 13 e5!? (White also pre- 
scrves a small advantage after 13 h3 
{\bd7 14 Hel Wc7 15 &c4 Abb 16 
Rf1c4 17 2e3 Hort-Tolnai, Dort- 
mund 1989, but the text move is sig- 
nificantly more active) 13...abd7 14 
G\g5 dxe5 15 £5 Df6 16 g4!7 b5 17 
axb5 c4 (17...e4 18 d6h6 19 @xf7 
Yxf7 20 Sc4+) 18 Re3 h6 19 Age4 
&\xe4 20 Axe4 Rb7 21 Bxc4 axb5 
22 Hxa8 Wxa8 23 $2b3 with a sig- 
nificant advantage; Petursson-Per- 
enyi, Saint John 1988. 
11 0-0 (D) 
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11 ... GNb4 

Where to place the knight is an 
eternal problem. Black quite often 
plays 11...Ac7: 

a) Perhaps the most dangerous 
move for Black is 12 2d3!?, as ex- 
amined under 9 2d3. 

b) 12 Hel Axb5 13 axb5 He8 14 
h3 a6 15 $d2 Abé6 quickly works in 
Black’s favour. 

c) 12 Re2 is not dangerous, for 


Taimanov’s 8 Rb5+ 127 


example 12...a6 13 Ad2 f5 14 Ac4 
$.d4+ 15 Bh1 fxe4 16 Axe4 D6 17 
Gcxd6 Axe4 18 Axed AxdS = 
Sj6dahl-Atkinson, Arnhem 1989. 

d) 12 &c4 is possible: 

dl) It is difficult for Black to 
achieve a good game after 12...a6 
13 Hel (13 Wel Eb8 14 a5 b5 15 
axb6 Axb6 16 Sta2 S2g4 17 Weg3 
2xf3 18 Bxf3 Abs = Holzl-Nunn, 
Baden 1980) 13...He8 (13...Ab8 14 
eS bS 15 e6!, and 13...b5 14 axb5 
G\b6 15 Rfl axb5 16 Exa8 Abxa8 
17 Dxb5 Dxb5 18 Rxb5 Wh6 19 
&.c6 also favours White; Skembris- 
Bellén, Genoa 1989) 14 e5! dxe5 15 
d6 De6 16 fxe5 Ad4 17 Rg5! + 
Flear-Qei, Mondorf 1991. 

d2) 12..e8 13 Hel and now 
13...2\b6 is quite possible, for exam- 
ple 14 2f1 Rg4 15 2d2 (15 h3?! 
S.xf£3 16 Wxf3 Abxd5!) 15...8d4+ 
16 Phi S2f2 17 He2 Rxf3 18 gxf3 
Wh4, or 14 2b3 Sg4 15 Rd2 c4 16 
a2 a5!? = Malich-Bonsch, Berlin 
1979. 

d3) 12...Qb6!? 13 Sa2 (13 &b3 
changes nothing in principle, but 13 
Re2 Re4 14.a5 DAc8B 15 Ad2 Rxe2 
16 Wxe2 a6 leads to an equal game) 
13...8%24 14 a5 (14 h3 Rxf3 15 
Wxf3 a6!?) 14...Ad7 15 &c4 Bb8 16 
Wd3 Rxf3 17 Bxf3 a6! = Kaminik- 
Urban, Katowice 1992. 

12 Hel! 

Without any doubt the best move. 
White simultaneously frees the fl 
square for his bishop and prepares 
a pawn breakthrough in the centre. 
The latter point also applies to other 
moves, but they don’t create such big 
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problems for Black, for example: 

a) 12h3 a6 13 Re2 He8 14 Hel 
£5! 15 exf5 gxf5 16 Sc4 Hort-Panno, 
Madrid 1973, and Black could have 
played 16...k&xel+ 17 Axel 2d4+ 
18 hl WEG 19 Rd2 Abé F. 

b) 12 £5, which is almost never 
seen in practice, deserves attention. 

c) 12 Ph1 a6 13 Rxd7 Rxd7 14 
f5.c4! 15 Rg5 Rf6 16 Wd2 Ad3 = 
Basin- Yudasin, Simferopol 1988. 

d) 12 Se3 a6 (stronger than 
12...b6 13 Rf2!? Ra6 14 Rh4 Rf6 
15 Rxf6 Wxf6 16 Rxa6 Dxa6 17 e5 
+, or 12...A0f6 13 h3 a6 14 2c4 
Gxe4 15 Axe4 He8 16 De5! b6 17 
G\g5 dxe5 18 fxe5 with a large ad- 
vantage; Soos-Povah, Birmingham 
1977) 13 S&c4 (13 Re2 AL6 14 h3 
EKe8 15 e5 dxe5 16 Sxc5 Afxd5! 
should not frighten Black) 13...0b6 
14 Re2 Rg4 15.a5 Ad7 16 h3 Rxf3 
17 &xf3 He8 with equality. 

e) 12 2d2 a6 13 Re2 (or 13 Rc4 
b6 14 Se2 $2.24!7 =) 13...Be8 14 
Wb3 (after 14 Se1!? it is worth 
looking at 14...A\b6!? 15 a5 @d7 16 
$h4 Wc7 with an unclear game) 
14...2b8 15 Bhi b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 
e5!? dxeS5 18 fxe5 Axe5 19 Rg5 
Wd7 20 Xad1 with complications. 

TZ -ass a6 (D) 

The passive move 12...b6?! unties 
White’s hands: 13 e5! We7 (13...a6 
14 e6!) 14 e6 ®f6 (Bendana-Paz, 
Corr 1992) 15 f5! +. 

13 &f1(D) 

13 $204?! gives Black an impor- 

tant tempo, and he can equalize after 


13...0b6 14 Re2 R24 15 h3 Rxf3 
16 2xf3 Wh4 17 Ph2 Hfe8 18 g3 
Wd8 R.Watson-Nunn, London 1980. 


13°: He8 


14 h3 Eb8 
White has a clear advantage af- 
ter 14...Af6 15 804!? Ad7 16 Re3 
Qb6 (16...82xc3? 17 bxc3 Bxe4 18 
G\d2 +-) 17 Rfl Rd7 18 Rf2 Bc8 
19 g4c4 20 a5 + T.Horvath-Bo6nsch, 
Kesthely 1981, or 14...b6 15 Wb3 
Rb7 16 Rd2 Af6 17 Hadi Hb8 18 
Rol Ad7 19 Re3 b5 20 axb5 axb5 
21 Sf2 2a6 22 e5! + Lautier-Ham- 
douchi, Manila OL 1992. 
15 Re3 b6 
Or 15...A0f6 16 Rf2 DhS 17 g3 
G\f6 18 Wd2 @d7 19 g4 b6 20 Hacl 
Rb7 21 Rc4 Ra8 22 Hcdi + Tataev- 
Blodstein, Voskresensk 1993. 


16 Wd2 Rb7 
17 Rf2 We7 
18 S2c4 ws 

19 2g3t 


Black is restrained and it is diffi- 
cult for him to organize realistic 
counterplay. 
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9...2e8 (A68) 


1 d4 26 2¢4c5 3d5e64 Wc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 


6 e4 £6 
7 f4 Rg7 
8 Af 0-0 
9 Re2(D) 


Black has no problems after 9 
$.d3 224 (9...b5!? is not bad either: 
10 e5 dxe5 11 fxe5 “g4 with an un- 
clear game) 10 0-0 a6 11 a4 Abd7 12 
h3 Sxf3 13 Wxf3 We7 14 2d2 c4 = 
Ruf-Sher, Moscow 1990. 
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Now there are two main alterna- 
tives to 9...ke8 (which constitutes 
A69 and so is the subject of the next 
chapter). They are: 

A) 9...b5 

B) 9...S024 

Other moves are either transposi- 
tional, or give Black little chance of 
achieving a playable game: 


a) 9...b6?! 10 e5 De8 11 0-0 Dab 
12 Sc4 Dac7 13 Hel Eb8 14 a4 a6 
15 @g5! b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 e6! + 
KneZevi¢-Pithart, Olomouc 1975. 

b) 9...a6 10 a4!? (10 0-0 leads to 
an unclear game: 10...b5 11 e5 De8 
and now White should play Uhl- 
mann’s recommendation 12 2e3!?; 
instead 12 e6 is weaker in view of 
12..£5 13 AgS Rb7 14 RF3 We7 15 
Re3h6 16 AL7 Ad7 17 Hel EBxf7! 
18 exf7+ Wxf7 and Black already 
has an advantage; Monin-Uhlmann, 
Budapest 1989) 10...$2.24 (10...b6 11 
0-0 Ha7 12 Ad2 He7 13 Rf3 He8 
14 Dc4 favours White; Zamanov- 
Grazman, Moscow 1989) 11 0-0 
&\bd7 12 h3 Rxf3 13 Rxf3 leads to 
9... $2.24. 

c) 9...4)a6 can be met by: 

cl) 10e5!?dxeS5 (or 10...®e8 11 
0-0 Aac7 12 a4 b6 13 Hel 2b7 14 
$uc4+) 11 fxe5 Ag4 12 RF4 He8 13 
e6 fxe6 14 d6 2d7 15 Wd2 (15 h3 
466 16 DeS Ab4 17 Kg5 h6! 18 
Rxf6 Wxf6 19 Axd7 Wh4-+ allows 
Black an advantage) 15...2b4 16 0-0 
with a better game. 

c2) 10 0-0 @c7 11 Hel! is not 
bad either (Black equalizes after 11 
a4 He8 12 Ad2 Bb8 13 Ac4 b6 14 
Rf3 2a6 15 Wb3 Rxc4 16 Wxc4 a6 
= ECO): 11...2b8 12 e5 dxe5 13 d6 
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Ge6 14 fxe5 Ag4 15 Rc4 + Videki- 
Hertneck, Kecskemet 1990. 


A) 9...b5!? 


It is significantly more difficult, if 
still generally possible, for White to 
gain an advantage after this thrust 
than after the moves we have just ex- 
amined. Now acapture on b5 by any 
piece does not pose Black any prob- 
lems, forexample 10 Axb5 @xe4 11 
0-0 a6 =, or 10 S&.xb5 Axe4 11 Axe4 
WaS+ 12 Sf2 Wxb5 13 Axd6 Wb6 
14 DWe4 (14 Axc8 Bxc8 15 He5 Hd8 
16 Hel @d7 = ECO) 14...Wa6 15 
We2 2d7 16 Re3 2b5 17 Hhcl He8 
with good compensation. Therefore 
White should try: 
10 e5 

Black must now choose one of 
three continuations. We shall take 
the traditional move as our main line, 
but this may not be Black’s most 
promising. 

10 ... dxeS 

Instead: 

a) 10...0¢4!? 11 h3 Dh6 12 
$.xb5 AF5 13 0-0 Wb6 14 Rc4 Rab 
15 b3 Ad7 16 Da4 Wh7 17 Rxa6 
Wxa6 18 Hel Ab6 19 Axb6 Wxb6 
20 #h2, Skembris-Vuruna, Vrnjacka 
Banja 1989, and now Black should 
have played 20...a5!? with compen- 
sation. 

b) 10...Afd7!? is acomparatively 
new move, employed with success 
by the Ukrainian player Frolov. 
White’s attempts to gain an advan- 
tage have thus far not been crowned 
with success, for example: 


bl) 11 e6 fxe6 12 dxe6 Af6 13 
Gxb5 d5 14 AgS We7 15 f5 a6 16 
Gc3 gxf5 17 Axd5 Axd5 18 Wxd5 
Sb7 19 Wce4 Ac6 F Zakharevich- 
Maksimenko, Moscow 1991. 

b2) 11 exd6 a6 12 f5 DeS 13 
fxg6 hxg6 14 0-0 £5 15 RF4 DAbd7 
with compensation, Frolov. 

b3) 11 Axb5 dxe5 12 0-0 e4 13 
&\g5 “6 14 Ac3 He8 15 Sb5 &d7 
16 &xd7 Abxd7 17 Hel Abé6 18 d6 
h6 19 Agxe4 Axe4 20 Bxe4 Rd4+ 
21 &h1 Ac4 with a good position; 
Feldmann-Frolov, Sibenik 1989. 

b4) 11 &xb5 leads to equality: 
11...dxe5 12 0-0 (12 fxe5 @xe5 =) 
12...2a6 13 Rxa6 Dxa6 14 f5 c4 = 
Berkovich-Frolov, Alushta 1992. 

10...A\fd7!? may be a stumbling 
block in White’s attempts to achieve 
an advantage. 


11 fxe5 &\g4 (D) 
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12 Rg5 
This is the only move which lays 
any claim to an advantage. Other 
moves are harmless: 
a) 12 0-0 Axe5 13 &f4 Dbd7 14 
Sxb5 Wb6 15 AxeS5 AxeS 16 Wd2 
a6 = Is totally inoffensive for Black. 
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b) 12 Axb5 @Axe5 13 0-0 Abd7 
14 2f4 Wb6 15 Ghl a6 16 Ac3 
Wxb2 17 Da4 Wa3 18 Bcl Ag4 =is 
wlso entirely harmless. 

c) Only White will have prob- 
lems after 12 2f47! b4! (stronger 
than 12...0d7 13 e6 fxe6 14 dxe6 
Hxf4 15 Wd5 Gh8 16 Wxa8 Ab6 17 
Wxa7 Sxe6 18 0-0 De3 19 Ef2 b4 
Keres-Spassky, Riga Ct 1965, and 
White would have achieved an ad- 
vantage after 20 @d1!) 13 Ded (or 
13 Ab5 a6 14 Dd6 DxeS 15 Rxe5 
Rxe5 F) 13...Ad7 14 e6 fxe6 15 
dxe6 Hxf4 16 Wd5 @h8 17 Wxa8 
GYb6 18 Wc6 De3 19 g3 (19 Yf2? 
loses; 19...8&2d4 20 @g3 Bg4+ 21 
Ph3 WE —+) 19...A\c2+ 20 Sf1 (20 
2? Wd4+ 21 Sg2 Wxe4 22 Wxe4 
Exe4 23 2d3 Hxe6 —+ Martin-Bot- 
terill, Charlton 1978) 20...2f5. 


| Per Wh6 
White easily achieves a better 
game after: 


a) 12...WaS 13 0-0 @xe5 14 d6 
Se6 15 AxeS5 Bxe5 16 Rf3 Ad7 
17 2xa8 Hxa8 18 Wf3 Bb8 19 Xad1 
b4 20 @d5, Blokh-Wexler, USSR 
1978. 

b) 12...f6 13 exf6 2xf6 14 Wd2 
(14 S.xf6 is not bad either: 14...Wxf6 
15 Wd2!? He8 {or 15...a6 16 0-0 
We7 17 G\g5! Exfl+ 18 Bxfl De3 
19 Bf3 Af5 20 g4 Dd6 21 He3 WF8 
22 Dce4 + Avshalumov-N.Nikolié, 
Belgrade 1988} 16 0-0 a6 17 d6 He3 
18 Bfel + Videki-Csuilits, Szek- 
szard 1989) 14...e8!? (nor does 
14...2xg5 lead to equality: 15 Axg5 
&\a6 16 h3 We5 17 d6 + Blokh-Kras- 
nov, USSR 1986) 15 0-0 b4 16 Ad1 


2b7 17 DAf2 Rx25 (17...Wxd5?! 
loses to the continuationl18 Wxd5+ 
&xd5 19 Axg4 Bxg5 20 Axgs 
Exe2 21 Af6+) 18 G\xe5 + Blokh- 
Kitchev, Corr 1991. 

13 0-0 (D) 


KAS) -& 
Bk 


"217 


VV Ac 


Ye a 
Y Y 


| eee G\d7 

Black’s problems are not solved 
by any of the following: 

a) 13...a6?! 14 d6 c4+ 15 @hl 
2d7 16 AdS Wb7 17 h3 Dh6 18 
“S\e7+ Gh8 19 Ad4 + Avshalumov- 
Moracchini, Cannes 1990. 

b) 13...0xe5 14 Axe5 Rxe5 15 
Re7 Ad7 16 d6 2b7 17 DdS Web 
18 &f3 again with an advantage; 
Gorelov-Vasiukov, Moscow 1981. 

c) 13...c4+ leads to the same re- 
sult: 14 @hl AxeS 15 DxeS (15 
&e7 is weaker: 15...Abd7 16 d6 
Sb7 17 AdS &xd5 18 Wxd5 Ag4 
with a complicated game; Lutikov- 
Yurtaev, USSR 1977) 15...S2xe5 16 
Re7 He8 17 d6 2b7 (17...Re6 18 
Nd5 Wd4 19 Ac7 “Ad7 20 2£3 Hac8 
21 Axe6! fxe6 22 224 + Blokh-Bo- 
brov, USSR 1982) 18 @d5 Wd4 19 
Wxd4 2xd4 20 Dc7 Dd7 21 Axb5 
+ ECO. 
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14 e6 fxe6 
15 dxe6 c4+ 
White has a minimal advantage in 
the event of 15...Wxe6 16 Axb5 
Eb8!? (but not 16...2a6? 17 Ac7 
S.xe2 18 Axe6 Kxd1 19 Efxd1 Bf7 
20 ®d8! +— Sosonko-Hug, Geneva 
1977) 17 Afd4 Wd5 18 Bxg4 Wxg5 
19 Re6+. 


16 @hl “\df6 
17 e7 He8 
18 Wd4!? 


Black can equalize with exact 
play after 18 a4 $2b7! 19 Dd4! We5! 
(19...Ae5? 20 aS Wa6 21 Adxb5 +) 
20 &xg4 Wxg5 21 23 Qxf3 22 
Wxf3 We4 23 Wxe4 Axed 24 ADc6 
G\e5! (an improvement in compari- 
son with Gorelov-Gleizerov, USSR 
1986, in which the following oc- 
curred: 24...b4 25 @d5 HKac8 26 
G\cxb4 +) 25 axb5 @xc6 26 bxc6 
&xc3 27 bxc3 Hxe7 28 Ha4 Bc8 29 
Exc4 He6 = Gleizerov. 


18... Rd7 

19 Wxbé! axb6 
20 “d4 h6 

21 2xf6 “)xf6 
22 &dxb5 Exe7 
23 Rxc4+ 


with a small advantage to White. 
B) 9...224 (D) 


A logical move, as Black is cramped, 
and so it is in his interest to exchange 
some pieces, but recently White, 
led in the first place by Vaiser, has 
managed to find the key to this vari- 
ation. 

10 0-0 


Or: 

a) 10h3 &xf3 11 &xf3 Abd7 12 
a4 a6 13 g4 (13 0-0!7 1s stronger, and 
is examined under 10 0-0) 13...h6 
14 h4 Dh7 15 Sf2 c4 16 Re3 Bc8 
17 &d4 “c5 with a better game; 
D.Gurevich-Gheorghiu, USA 1981. 

b) A complicated and interest- 
ing game arises after 10 e5!?: 

bl) White hasan advantage after 
10...0e8?! 11 Ag5! Qxe2 (11...c8 
12 e6 fxe6 13 dxe6 “Ac7 14 0-0 Ac6 
15 £5! Hxf5 16 Bxf5 gxf5 17 2c4+ 
Sch6n-Szymczak, Naleczow 1988) 
12 Wxe2 We7 13 e6 f5 14 0-0 Dab 
15 2e3 Dac7 16 Bfd1, Kozul-Dam- 
ljanovic, Yugoslavia 1989. 

b2) 10...Afd7 11 e6 fxe6 12 Ags 
Rxe2 13 Dxe2 (13 Wxe2 leads to 
roughly the same result: 13...exd5 14 
We6+ {14 De6? &xc3+ 15 bxc3 
W £6 with some advantage to Black} 
14...@h8 15 Axd5 Af6, Sutter- 
Wojtkiewicz, Bern 1991, and now 
White should have continued 16 
O\€7+ Bxf7 17 Wxf7 +) 13...exd5 14 
Wxd5+ @h8 15 Af7+ Bxf7 16 Wxf7 
&\c6 17 0-0 and here White has a 
minimal advantage; Schén-Wojt- 
kiewicz, Naleczow 1988. 
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b3) 10...dxe5 has unclear conse- 
quences: 11 fxe5 @fd7 12 Rg5!? 
Wb6 13 0-0 &xf3!? (13...Wxb2?! 14 
“a4 Wa3 15 2cl Wb4 16 2d2 Wa3 
17 Bb1! AxeS5 18 AxeS SKxe2 19 
Wxe2 Wxa4 20 “xf7! + Schon-Hel- 
lers, Berlin 1988) 14 2xf3 Wxb2 15 
Rd2 AxeS5 16 Bb1 Wa3 17 Bxb7 
{\bd7 18 d6 and White has enough 
compensation for the pawn; Sch6én- 
Maus, Bundesliga 1989. 

b4) 10...82xf3 11 Sxf3 dxe5 12 
{xe5 “fd7 (White’s position is more 
promising after 12...ke8 13 0-0 
Exe5 14 2f4 He8 (14...Be7 only 
strengthens White’s initiative: 15 
Wb3 Dbd7 16d6 He6 17 AdS @xd5 
18 Sxd5 %d4+ 19 @hi + Schon- 
Cvitan, New York 1987} 15 Wb3 
Wb6 16 Bfel Abd7 17 d6 Bxel+ 18 
Exel Wxb3 19 axb3 Hb8 20 “Ad5 
G\xd5 21 &xd5 with unpleasant 
threats) 13. e6 We5 14 0-0 (removing 
the tension from the centre favours 
Black: 14 exf7+ Bxf7 15 0-0 Abd7 
16 Ae4 “Axf3+ 17 Bxf3 Bxf3 18 
Wxf3 “e5 F KneZevié-Gligorié, Yu- 
poslavia 1970) 14...Axf3+ (you also 
come across 14...fxe6 with the fur- 
ther possibility of 15 Re4 Hxfl+ 16 
Wxfl @h8 17 Re3 exdS 18 Rxd5 
with reasonable compensation; Ha- 
jenius-Le Quang, Brussels Z 1993) 
IS Bxf3 fxe6 16 Bxf8+ Wxf8 17 
Re3! (17 dxe6?! is bad because of 
17...$2d04+ 18 @h1 Dc6 F) 17...Ha6 
(17...exd5?! 18 Wxd5+ Wf7 19 
Wd8+ Wf8 20 Wc7 favours White; 
Scho6n-Westerinen, Porz 1990) 18 
dxe6 We7 19 Wb3 He8 = Schon- 
Sherzer, New York 1987. 


Now we return to the position af- 
ter 10 0-0 (D) in the main line. 


10 ... &\bd7 


Otherwise: 

a) 10...%e8 11h3 Qxf3 12 Rxf3 
“\bd7 is examined in the notes to 
10...Abd7. 

b) Therare move 10...@fd7!? de- 
serves attention, as White has thus 
far not found an answer to it, for ex- 
ample 11 Ag5 Rxe2 12 Wxe2h6 13 
Of3 Ke8 14 Wce2 Da6 = Piskov- 
Neverov, Podolsk 1989 or 11 a4 
“a6 12 “Ab5 We7 13 h3 Rxf3 14 
Rxf3 Ab4 15e5 dxe5 16d6 Wh4 17 
S&xb7 Hab8 F Piskov-Itkis, Kastel 
Stari 1988. 

c) 10...8xf3 11 $2xf3 Abd7 can- 
not be the best solution; indeed 
White usually has to waste a tempo 
on moving the h-pawn in order to get 
this exchange: 

cl) 12a4a6 13 Re3 He8 14 2f2 
Eb8 15 24 h6 16 h4 b5 17 g5 Dh7 18 
axb5 axb5 19 We2 c4 led to equality 
in the game Zsu.Polgar-Fedorowicz, 
New York 1985. 

c2) In Doroshkevich-Tal, Ere- 
van 1975, Black seized the initiative 
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after 12 @h1 a6 13 Re3 (13 a4!? is 
interesting) 13...He8 14 g4 h6 15 
25?! hxg5 16e5 gxf4! 17 exf6 Bxe3 
18 fxg7 DeS. 

c3) 12 Hel!? We8 (or 12...%e8 
13 Se3 a6 14 a4 WaS 15 Wo2c4 16 
Rf2 Ac5 17 e5 with initiative for 
White; Buckley-Hennigan, Guild- 
ford 1991) 13 He2 a6 14 Wel We7 
15 a4 “c7 16 Re3 Hfe8 17 Hdl 
Wd8 18 &f2 + Vaiser-Maki, Helsinki 
1991. 

11 h3 

Instead: 

a) Only White has problems in 
the event of 11 2e3 He8 12 Ad2 
Rxe2 13 Wxe2 bS! 14 W3 b4 15 
&4\d1 We7 Kaidanov-Lerner, Norilsk 
1987. 

b) Black also has no difficulties 
after 11 Ad2 &xe2 12 Wxe2 He8 13 
Wf3 a6 (White has a small advantage 
after 13...Rc8 14 Phi c4 15 24+, but 
here 15...2\c5?! allows White a real 
advantage: 16 eS! dxe5 17 fxe5 Exe5 
18 Axc4 Acd7 19 Axe5 Axe5 20 
We3 Dexg4 21 Rf4 + Nogueiras- 
Cvitan, Novi Sad OL 1990; 13... We7 
14 Hel Ab6! deserves attention) 14 
a4 Wc7 15 Dc4 Db6 16 Axb6 Wxb6 
with an equal position; Sutter-Ziiger, 
Switzerland 1992. 

c) 11 Hel!? is a very reasonable 
move, and after the correct 11...Be8 
12 h3 Rxf3 13 Rxf3 we have 
reached the position examined in 
the notes to 11 h3 &f3 12 Rf3 He8 
13 Kel, whilst after 11...a6?! 12 e5 
dxe5 13 fxe5 DhS 14 e6 fxe6 15 
dxe6 S2xe6 16 Ag5 &2d4+ 17 Phi 
Rf7 18 Axf7 Bxf7 19 Bc4, Kozul- 


Damljanovi¢, Belgrade 1989, White 
has achieved a clear advantage. 

11 ... SXf3 

12 &xf3(D) 
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White’s position strikes me as be- 
ing the more promising after 12...c4 
13 2e3, for example 13...Wa5 14 
Rd4 (or 14 Ph1!7? Bfe8 15 Hel —see 
12...He8) 14..Hfe8 15 b4! (15 g4 
meets the standard reaction 15...h6 
16 h4 g5!? ©) 15...Wxb4 16 bl 
Wa5 17 Exb7 a6 18 Da4!? Dxe4 19 
x27 Adc5 20 Wd4 Axb7 21 Rh6 
f6 22 Rxe4 Wxa4 Kouatly-Nunn, 
Cannes 1992, and 23 f5!? was possi- 
ble, with initiative. 

You also frequently come across 
12...a6: 

a) Black has plenty of chances 
for a good game after 13 a4: 

al) 13...c4 14 S&e3 Wa5 (the 
line 14...B%c8 15 &d4 Ac5 16 e5 
dxe5 17 fxe5 “@fd7 18 e6 De5 19 
&xc5 is unclear; Zsu.Polgar-Nunn, 
Hamburg 1985) 15 We2 Hac8 16 
Phi Bfe8 17 Wf2 Ac5 18 Rxc5 
Wxc5 19 a5 Bc7 = Berkmortel-Ghe- 
orghiu, Bad Worishofen 1988. 
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Ea4 Ha8 19 Edi Ha7 20 We2 Wb8 
21 Hel! £ Avshalumov-Dumitrache, 
Baku 1988) 15 Ha4 b5 16 axb6 
&)xb6 17 Ha3 Dfd7 18 Re3 £5 19 
£.d4 £ Michaelsen-Southam, Lyng- 
by 1990. 

b4) 13...c4!?2 14 2e3 WaS (Black 
cannot organize his position after 
14...a67! 15 a5 Hc8 16 Hel @c5 17 
&xc5! Bxc5 18 e5 dxe5 19 fxe5 
Gd7 20 e6 De5 21 exf7+ Axf7 22 
Exe8+ Wxe8 23 d6 with an obvious 
advantage; Lukov-Grivas, Lenin- 
grad 1988) 15 2d4 He7!? 16 Phi a6 
17 g4 Hae8 18 g5 Dxe4! 19 Axe4 
Exe4 20 S2xe4 Hxe4 21 &xg7 @xg7 
with excellent compensation forthe 
exchange; Peev-Velimirovic, Sofia 
1972. 

Now we return to the position af- 
ter 13 Hel (D) in the main line: 


ae sa"ars 
FY 


f ower 


13... c4 

Other moves: 

a) Huge complications begin af- 
ter 13...WaS 14 2e3 b5 (14...Hac8 is 
weaker: 15 g4 h6 16 h4 b5 17 g5 
hxg5 18 hxg5 Dh7 19 Vg4 Hcd8 20 
e5! dxe5 21 f5 and White’s attack 
develops with no problems; Vaiser- 


Kindermann, Biel 1991) 15 a3 Ab6 
and now White must play precisely: 

al) 16 8£27! 2c4 17 We2 (or 17 
b3? Wxc3 18 bxc4 Dxe4! 19 Hcl 
Gxf2 20 Rxe8+ Exe8 —+ Kouatly- 
Barcenilla, Doha 1993) 17...0d7 18 
Re2 (after 18 a4 b4 19 AbS a6 20 
Wxc4 axb5 21 Wxb5 Wxb5 22 axb5 
&xb2 White’s position is cheerless) 
18...kab8 19 a4 b4, Kozul-Nunn, 
Wijk aan Zee 1991, and the variation 
suggested by Stohl — 20 Ab5 Axb2 
21 Axd6 b3 22 Wb1 Axa4 23 Axe8 
&xal 24 Wxal Hxe8 — does not offer 
White many chances for salvation. 

a2) 16 e5! Ac4 (D) (16...dxe5!? 
is perhaps stronger: 17 fxe5 Hxe5 18 
SzxcS Hxel+ 19 Wxel Abd7 20 
£4 with only asmall advantage to 
White). 


i. 
Ta 


17 exf6 @xe3 18 Bxe3 (18 Wel? 
Rxf6 —+) 18...Bxe3 19 fxg7 Hae8 
(19...&xg7!? 20 £5! only strength- 
ens White’s attack) 20 f5! gxf5 (nor 
does Black have an easy life after 
20...&xg7 21 f6+! Sxf6 22 He4+ 
E8xe4 23 S2xe4 Hxe4 24 Wi3+ e5 
25 b4!? with an attack, Glek, or 
20...Wd8 21 Wd2 Wh4 22 Axb5 + as 
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in Vaiser-Kruger, San Bernardino 
1990) 21 Wd2! (the error 21 “e2 
handed the initiative to Black in 
(jlek-Yurtaev, Moscow GMA 1989: 
21... Wd8! 22 We2 B8e5 23.04 We5 
24 Ph2 b4) 21...b4 22 He2 c4 23 
5)g3 c3 24 bxc3 bxc3 25 Wc2 Wb6 
26 @h2 Wb2 27 Ha2 and Whitehasa 
distinct advantage; Vaiser-Yrj6la, 
Helsinki 1991. 

b) There is no equality in evi- 
dence after 13...a6, for example 14 
u4 (14 g4h6 15h4b5 16 g5 hxg5 17 
hxg5 Dh7 18 Sg2 Db6 19 Hhl 
Ha7 ~ Kouatly-Al Modiahki, Doha 
1993, is interesting) 14...c4 (alter- 
natively, 14...&b8 15 g4 {15 a5!?)} 
15..h6 16 h4 Dh7 17 g5c4 18 Re3 
Hc8 19 294+ Yrj6l4-Pedzich, Cap- 
pelle la Grande 1992) 15 S2e3 Wa5 
16 @hl He7!? (16...h6 17 S2d4 
Gc57! 18 Rxc5 Wxc5 19 e5 dxe5 20 
{xe5 Ad7 21 e6 He5 22 exf7+ Sxf7 
23 d6 + Vaiser-Le Quang, Ostend 
1992) 17 2d4!? with a small advan- 
lage. 

c) White has a better game after 
13...Bc8: 

cl) InNogueiras-Kasparov, Bar- 
celona World Cup 1989, the World 
Champion achieved equality after 14 
Se3 b5!? (14...c4 15 @hl Ac5 16 
Sxc5 Exc5 17 e5) 15 Axb5 Axe4 
16 &xe4 Hxe4 17 Axd6 Exe3 18 
Exe3 2d4 19 Wr3 Bb8 20 Ph2 Ae 
21 Ac4 Rxe3 22 Wxe3 Wxd5. 

c2) 14 Bh1!2a6 15 a4c4 16 Re3 
Gc5 17 &xc5 Bxc5 18 e5 dxe5 19 


fxe5 Dd7 20e6 DeS5 21 exf7+ Sxf7 
22 Ded Hc8 23 gd! Axgd 24 
Wxe4 + Vaiser-Berelovich, Gronin- 
gen 1993. 
14 Re3 
15 W@hl 
Or 15 S2d4 Ac5 16 b4!? cxb3 17 
axb3 Wb4 18 Da2 Wb5 19 Bc3 
W/b4 with equality; Kouatly-A.Kuz- 
min, Doha 1993. 
| ere He7!? 
15...2c5 is weaker because of 16 
Rxc5 Wxc5 17 e5! dxe5 18 fxe5 
Gd7 19 e6 De5 20 He4 with a big 
advantage; Glek-Kaminski, Odessa 
1989. 
16 2d4 
After 16 Wd2 Black should con- 
tinue 16...ae8 17 £2d4 “c5 ~, while 
16...He8 17 eS! dxe5 18 d6 He6 19 
Rxb7 Hb8 (19...2d8 20 2d5 Bxd6 
21 Had1 Adf6 22 fxeS Axd5 23 
exd6 @xc3 24 d7!, Vera) 20 s2d5 
Exd6 21 Had1 Af8 22 fxe5 Sxe5 23 
Rf4 Bxf4 24 Wxf4, Vera-Zapata, 
Santa Clara 1990, is better for White. 


Was 


16 ... We5 
17 b4! cxb3 
18 axb3 Wb4 
19 a2 Wb5 


19.../xb3 does not free Black 
from his problems either: 20 $2xc5 
Wxd1 21 Haxd1 dxc5 22 d6 Hd7 23 
e5 with strong pressure. 
20 5 GNe8 
21 He3 
and White undoubtedly has the in- 
itiative; Glek-Korolev, Corr 1988. 
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(A69) 


1d4 46 204c5 3d5e64 Dc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 £6 7£4 27 8 DL3 
0-0 


9 Re2 He8 (D) 


Me X 7/27) 
Lone 


x 


XA 2 
wal 
_ 


eh": “ae 


Here White has a limited choice, 
since 10 Wc2? fails to 10...axe4! 11 
Gxe4 B£5 12 2d3 We7 13 Dfd2 
Rxe4 14 Bxe4 £5 -+. 

Thus White has two principal at- 
tempts: defend his pawn with his 
knight, or advance in the centre. 

A) 10 @d2 

B) 10e5 


A) 10 Ad2 


Black has a wide choice of continu- 
ations at his disposal, allowing him 
to look hopefully into the future. 
First of all he must decide where to 
develop his queen’s knight, as both 


possibilities deserve attention. If 
the knight is destined for d7, the next 
question, which is not easy to an- 
swer, 1S whether to include the 
moves 10...a6 11 a4. These moves 
have advantages and disadvantages 
for both sides. Thus we shall exam- 
ine three main systems: 

Al) 10...0a6 

A2) 10...a6 

A3) 10...abd7 


Other possibilities: 

a) 10...c4 11 a4 (11 2£37! gives 
Black the initiative: 11...Abd7 12 
0-0b5 13 @h1 a6 14 a4 Bb8 15 axb5 
axb5 = Pomar-Fischer, Havana OL 
1966, and 11 2xc4?! @xe4! also fa- 
vours Black) 11...Abd7 12 0-0 @c5 
(for 12...a6 see A22) 13 &f3 and the 
position which has arisen will be ex- 
amined in note ‘d’ to White’s 12th 
move in A3. 

b) 10...b6 11 0-0 £a6 and now 
White should wait a little before ex- 
changing the bishop: 

bl) Black’s problems are simpli- 
fied after 12 2xa6 Axa6 13 Kel 
Wd7 14 Df3 Had8 15 2d2 Db4 16 
Ke2 Dd3 © Uhlmann-Szabo, Sara- 
jevo 1963. 

b2) 12 Kel is reasonable after 
12... 2xe2 13 Wxe2 a6 14 a4 Ba7 15 


Wd3 Hae7 16 @f3 b5S 17 axb5 axb5 
18 Wxb5 Axe4 19 Axe4 EBxe4 20 
Exc4 Exe4 21 Sd2 + A.Zaitsev- 
Kondali, USSR- Yugoslavia 1966. 

b3) 12a4 Rxe2 13 Wxe2 a6 (or 
13...Axe4 14 Adxe4 £5 15 W3 fxe4 
16 Dxe4 with initiative) 14 Wf3 a7 
15 Zc4 Hd7 (15... We7 16 Hel Afd7 
17 S2d2 +) 16 S&d2 b5 17 axb5 axb5 
[8 Axb5 Axe4 19 Ra5 We7 20 f5 
und Black faced a difficult defence 
in the game A.Zaitsev-Zhuravliov, 
USSR 1965. 

c) 10..Ag4!? 11 Sxg4 and now: 

cl) 11...8xc3 12 bxc3 Wh4+ 13 
v3 Wxe4 14 Wxe4 Rxe4 15 Sf2 £5 
16 Hel (16 h3 fxe4!) 16...0d7 17 4 
Ee7 18 Hbl Hae8! (significantly 
more precise than 18...b6?! 19 Hb3 
Kae8 20 Hbe3 +) 19 Bxb7 fxe4 with 
iin equal position; Christiansen-Ghi- 
(escu, Thessaloniki OL 1984. 

c2) 11...Wh4+ 12 g3 Wxg4 13 
Wxged Qxe4 14 DbS (14 HF2!9 with 
the idea of 14...2d4+ 15 &g2 Ad7 
16 Ab5! is interesting) 14...0a6 15 
&\xd6 (Black has excellent tactical 
possibilities after 15 h3 Hxe4+! 16 
S\xe4 Rf3 17 0-0 Rxe4 18 Ac3 
2d3 19 BF3 (19 Bdl c4} 19...Ab4 
20 Rd2 {or 20 Re3 Rxc3 21 bxc3 
&\xd5 +) 20...$2d4+ 21 @h2 Rc4 22 
Hel @xa2 and White faces a diffi- 
cult defence; Panchius-Liberzon, 
Israel 1984) 15...Ab4! 16 Dxe8 
&\c2+ 17 Sf1 Rh3+ 18 Be2 Hxe8 
19 Bbl g4+ 20 Sd3 (20 Sf 
Rh3+ =) 20...Ab4+ 21 Sc4 Re2+ 
22 &b3 (after 22 Sxc5? Ad3+ 23 
$d6 24! the white king is face to 
face with the whole of Black’s army) 
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22...2d3 23 a3 Rc2+ 24 Sc4 2d3+ 
drawing, according to Liberzon. 


“)a6 


Al) 10 .. 
11 0-0(D) 


Black has two continuations, both 
of which guarantee him reasonable 
chances: 

All) 11...8b8 

Al2) 11...0c7 


Instead 11...c4?! is unsatisfac- 
tory: 12 e5 dxe5 13 Axc4 e4 14 Re3 
“\b4 15 d6 S&e6 16 AbS with a better 
game; Hvenekilde-T.Horvath, Co- 
penhagen 1983. 


All) 11 ... EKb8!? 

A quiet and crafty move. Black 
is in no hurry to move his knight 
from a6 to c7, and when he wishes, 
he can place it on the more active 
square b4. 

12 Ghi 

Other possibilities: 

a) 12 a4 Wc7 (or 12...A0b4!? 13 
S£3 b614 Ac4 Ra6 15 Wb3 Hb7!? 
with counter-chances) 13 @h1 a6 
(13...b6 is interesting: 14 2f3 2a6 
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15 Bf2 Ad7 16 ”fl Rxfl 17 EBxfl 
a6 with equality; Ermenkov-Marti- 
novic, Vrnjatka Banja 1978) and 
now 14 a5 leads us to the variation 
with 12 @hl. 

b) 12 R£3 Ab4 (12...Ac7!7) can 
be met by 13 Se2, already inviting a 
repetition of moves, to which Black 
could agree, or else he could take a 
risk and go into an unclear game 
with 13...c4!? when White should 
prefer 14 Wa4!? to 14 Rxc4? Dg 
Topalov-Granda, Forli 1988. 

c) 12 Hel ®c7 (Black demon- 
strated an interesting idea in the 
game Teichmann- Hartston, London 
1984: 12...h5!? 13 h3 Wc7 14 a4 b6 
15 Hb1 a6 =, and after the error 16 
b3? “g4! Black easily seized the in- 
itiative) 13 a4 b6 and 14 &f3 brings 
us to A12, whilst 14 Hb1 a6 15 We2 
b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 b4 Dfxd5! 18 
exd5 &£5 19 Ace4 Axd5 A.Zaitsev- 
Vitolinsh, Leningrad 1962, is not 
unadvantageous for Black. 

12. a3 GNe7 
13 a4 a6 

White has a small advantage after 
the pretentious 13...h5 14 f5! a6 15 
a5 gxf5 (after 15...2d7 16 Wc4, the 
move 16...@xe4 is unfavourable for 
Black: 17 Axe4 Hxe4 18 fxg6 fxg6 
19 &xd6 Hd4 20 We2 +) 16 &Rxh5 
GbS5 (16...£xe4 17 Adxe4!) 17 exf5 
Ee5 18 £3 Xxf5 19 Ac4 M.Gure- 
vich-Smirin, Moscow 1988. 

14 a5 Rd7 
15 2f3(D) 

Vaiser’s idea deserves great atten- 
tion: 15 e5!? dxe5 16 Ac4 Rb5 17 
d6 De6 18 fxe5 Dd7 19 RF4 Axf4 


20 Hxf4 DAxeS 21 ADxb5 axb5 22 
Gb6 Vaiser-Ibragimov, Bern 1992, 
but we will only know its true value 
after further practical tests. 


Yy 


| eee Gb5!? 
15...&b5 also looks quite reason- 
able: 16 Hel (16 Axb5 axb5 17 Ebi 
c4 18 Hel @d7 F Nemet-Gheorghiu, 
Biel 1985, favours Black) 16...8d3! 
17 Wb3 Wd7 18 Dc4 Rxc4 19 Wxc4, 
Arakelian-Ibragimov, Podolsk 1993, 
and now 19...b5!? 20 axb6 Hxb6 
would have equalized. 
16 e5 
White cannot organize himself 
after 16 Axb5 Rxb5 17 Hel c4 18 
Ka3 Bc8 19 “fl Dd7 F Toth-de Fir- 
mian, Biel 1986. 


16 ... dxe5 
17 fxe5 Exe5 
18 Dc4 Efs 
19 De3 ra! 
20 De2 Eh4 
21 3 Hed! 
22 Rxe4 axed 
23 Ded 


Or 23 D4 DAd4 24 op) We7 25 
Hel h5 with an attack; Ufimtsev-Tal, 
USSR 1967. 


23: i: We7 
24 Ke3 466 

with an edge for Black; Haba- 
Smirin, Polanica Zdroj 1989. One 
gets the impression that White’s fu- 
lure attempts will be connected with 
15.c5!?. 
A12) 11 GNe7 

12 a4(D) 

Black has no problems after 12 
£3 Bb8 13 Dc4 (for 13 a4!? b6 
see 12 a4) 13...b5 14 Dxd6 (White 
faces difficulties after 14 ®a5?! $2d7 
15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 Hxe5 17 2f4 
Hi5! 18 Rg3 b4 19 Dad {or 19 Dc6 
Rxc6 20 dxc6 bxc3 21 Wxd8+ Hxd8 
# Soos-Matulovié, Skopje 1967} 
19...Afxd5 20 Axc5 Rb5 F Zinser- 
[:vans, Venice 1967) 14...Wxd6 15 
c5 Wd8 16 exf6 Wxf6 = Gligorié. 


12. sc b6 

12...a6 is also interesting: 13 £3 
Eb8 14 Ac4 (14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 
DExd5 16 Axd5 Axd5 17 Ac4 Reb 
18 Ad6 &Kxe5 is good for Black) 
14...b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 Da5S 2d7 
17 e5 dxe5 18 d6 e4! 19 dxc7 Wxc7 
20 Re2 c4 and, in Nunn’s opinion, 
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Black has quite sufficient compensa- 
tion for the piece, a view to which I 
subscribe. 

13 Hel 

Black has an easy game after 13 
Ebl Sa6 14 &xa6 Dxa6 15 WF3 
We7 16 b3 Db4 17 Rb2 Dc? (the 
move 17...a6!?, with the idea of 18 
e5? dxe5 19 fxe5 Afxd5 20 Axd5 
&)xd5 21 Wxd5 Had8, is also not 
bad) 18 Ebcl “d4 19 Wd3 a6 20 
Ecel @d7 with equality; K.Grigor- 
ian-Suetin, USSR 1975. 

Chances are equal in the event of 
13 @h1l Ra6 14 Hel (or 14 Rxa6 
&xa6 15 Wf3 Db4 16 Ac4 Wc? =) 
14...Rxe2 15 Hxe2 Ag4 16 h3 Wh4 
17 Wl S2d4 (17...£5? is weak: 18 
G3 Wh5 19e5 dxe5 20 fxe5 Axe5 
21 d6 + Savon-Beliavsky, Moscow 
1973) 18 Af3 Df2+ 19 Sh2 Ag4+ 
with a draw. 

13: .. ss Eb8 

The line 13...2a6!? 14 2xa6 (14 
RL3 Rd3!7) 14...Axa6 15 Ac4 Ab4 
is unclear. 

14 2f3 Ra6!? 

Or 14...a6 15 Ac4 b5 16 Axd6!? 
(stronger than 16 axb5 axb5 17 a5 
{17 Dxd6!7} 17...8d7 18 e5 b4! 19 
GNa4 Sfxd5 20 Ac4 Sxa4 21 Bxa4 
dxe5 22 fxe5 Ab6 F) 16...Wxd6 17 
e5 Wd8 18 d6 (18 exf6 Exel+ 19 
Wxel &xf6 =) 18...He6 19 axb5 
axb5 20 exf6 &xf6 21 Ad5 Kozul- 
Marovic¢, Toronto 1990, and even af- 
ter the improvement 21...$2b7!? 22 
£5!2 (22 d7 HF8 23 Dxf6+ Wxf6 24 
Ea7 S2xf3 25 Wxf3 +) 22...%xd5! 
23 Wxd5 Ad4 24 Rf4 White pre- 
serves the better chances, Kozul. 
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After 14...h5!?, 15 @c4 Rogers- 
Kristiansen, Thessaloniki OL 1984, 
deserves study, and according to Ro- 
gers 15...0g4!? 16 Sxg4 Sxg4 17 
Wd3 $2c8! leads to an unclear game. 
Instead, Black has a powerful game 
after 15 h3 DAg4! 16 Afl d4+ 17 
He3 Wh4. 

15 dbl 

15 Afl Rxfl 16 Bxfl a6 17 Phi 
G\d7 18 Wc2 b5 = Begovac-Wojtkie- 
wicz, Bern 1991, creates no prob- 
lems for the opposition, and 15 @h1 
2d3! 16 Dfl c4, Garcia Muijioz- 
Franco, Malaga 1991, gives the in- 
itiative to Black. 

| Fees GN\d7 
16 Da3 

16 S2e3 leads to an even game 
with mutual chances: 16...c4 17 2d4 
S&h6!? 18 g3 Dc5 = Lputian-Ca- 
brilo, Manila IZ 1990. 

16 ... c4 
17 Dc2 

Or 17 Acb5 Kxb5 18 axb5 c3! 19 
Eb1 cxb2 20 2xb2 &xb2 21 Bxb2 
Wf6 22 Hc2 “c5 with a slight plus 
for Black; Malich-Tringov, Sarajevo 
1965. | 


17 ... “\c5 
18 “b4 2b7 
19 Re3 “N7a6 
20 “Ac6 Rxc6 
21 dxc6 “\d3 
22 Ke2 Bab4 « 


Miles-Emms, Ostend 1992. In the 
variation with 10...0a6 White has 
thus far not had any success. 


A2) 10 ... a6 
11 a4 G\bd7 


After 11...0g4 White should 
probably react with the rare 12 
4\c4!? (Black has reasonable coun- 
terplay after 12 2xg4 Wh4+ 13 g3 
Wxe4 14 Wxed4 2xe4 15 SF2 Bd4+ 
{or 15...f5 16 h3 2xc3 17 bxc3 
fxe4 18 hxg4 e3+ 19 Sf3 exd2 20 
&xd2 + Yrj6la-Mamombe, Manila 
OL 1992) 16 &g2 Ad7 17 h3 &xc3 
18 bxc3 Re2 19 Hel 2d3 leading to 
an unclear position; Pomar-Szabo, 
Wijk aan Zee 1967) 12...52xc3+ 13 
bxc3 Hxe4 140-0 f5 15 a5 Af6 16 
&\b6 Ha7 17 $2£3 with an advantage; 
Friedstein-Landraf, Corr 1967. The 
lack of practical tests of 11...aAg4 
makes it difficult to give a more pre- 
cise evaluation. 


12 0-0(D) 


L/h wie 
ae a Ban. - ZZ 
“a Dagan 
Black generally plays either: 


A21) 12...8b8 (restrained) or 
A22) 12...c4 (more forceful). 


A21) 12 ... Eb8 
13 Ghi 
13 Wc2 is best met by 13...b5! 14 
axb5 axb5 15 S&xb5 (or 15 @xb5 
&xd5) 15...Ag4! with initiative for 


Black; Schinzel-Filipowicz, Poland 


1973. Instead White has a small ad- 
vintage after 13...b6 14 @h1! — this 
modest king move abruptly curtails 
the opposition’s tactical possibilli- 
‘les, and avoids the unclear game 
that ensues after 14 Hb1 c4! 15 Axc4 
(15 @h1?! b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 b4 
vxb3 18 Bxb3 b4 19 AbS5 Ac5 20 
Exb4 “xd5! + Hernandez-Velimi- 
rovié, Havana 1971) 15...65 16 axb5 
wxb5 17 Axd6 Wb6+ 18 Sh1 Wxd6 
I9c5. 
13... We7 (D) 

Continuing the waiting tactics. 
White achieves an advantage after 
the sharp 13...c4 14 e5! (14 2xc4?! 
G\yc5 15 Wf3 S2g4 16 Weg3 bS 17 
uxb5 axb5 18 &xb5 Acxe4 19 
Gdxe4 “Axe4 20 Axe4 Exe4 21 
Wxg4 Hxb5 leads to an equal posi- 
tion) 14...dxe5 15 @Axc4 b5 16 axb5 
uxb5, and now instead of 17 @xe5?! 
b4 18 AbS5 (or 18 Ac6 bxc3 19 
xd8 cxb2 20 &xb2 Hxb2 with 
more than enough compensation for 
the queen) 18...Axe5 19 fxe5 Exe5 
20 $.£4 “xd5! with the initiative to 
Black in Larsen-Ljubojevic, Milan 
1975, White should have continued 
17 Dd6! +. 


GY 
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14 Ha2!? 

White once again has a large and 
difficult choice: 

a) 14a5b5 15 axb6 Exb6 16 2f3 
Eb4 =. 

b) 14Wce2c4 155! (the c4 pawn 
is best not taken immediately: 15 
&\xc4 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 Axd6 
Wxd6 18 e5 Wc5 is unconvincing, 
and 15 &xc4 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 
$2.d3 b4 18 Ad1 Wxc2 19 &xc2 Ac5 
gives Black superb compensation 
forthe pawn) 15...dxe5 16 Axc4 b5 
(16...e4?! 17 £5 +) 17 axb5 axb5, 
Tukmakov-Arnason, Bor 1983, and 
White could have gained a small ad- 
vantage after 18 d6! Wc6 19 Axe5 
G\xe5 20 fxe5 Hxe5 21 2f4 R£5 22 
§.f3! (but not 22 Wd2 Hee8 23 d7 
&xd7 24 2xb8 Exb8 with compen- 
sation) 22...Wb6 23 Wd2 — Tukma- 
kov. 

c) 14e5!? dxe5 15 Ac4 Ha8 (bet- 
ter than 15...e4?! 16 £5 + Cserna- 
Wegner, Berlin 1983) 16 fxe5 Axe5 
17 2 £4 Dfd7 18 Ded Wd8 19 DAcd6 
Efs 20 Wb3 + Cserna. 

14 ... h5 

Black does not equalize after 
either 14...A0f8 15 e5, or 14...b6 15 
b3 “f8 Izeta-Fernandez, Spain Ch 
1987, and the simple 16 2d3!? un- 
derlines the advantages in White’s 
position. 14...c4?! 15 e5 dxe5 16 
G\xc4 e4 17 £5! leads toa very diffi- 
cult position; Toth-Nunn, Reggio 
Emilia 1983/84. 


15 h3 “\h7 
16 £d3 S\dfs8 
17 aSt 


Izeta-Vehi Bach, Spanish Ch 1986. 
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A22) 12 ... 


c4(D) 


A typical idea in the Four Pawns 
Attack. By moving the pawn towards 
certain destruction, Black gains sev- 
eral advantages, in the shape of the 
excellent c5 square for the knight 
and the open gl-a7 diagonal for vari- 
ous tactical operations. 

13 hil 

The most popular and probably 
the strongest move. Others: 

a) 13 Sxc4?! is met by 13...Ac5 
14 Wf3 (14 Wo2 Ag 15 AF3 Wb6 
16 @hl Sxc3 17 bxc3 Axe4 F) 
14...Ag4!? (or 14...$22¢4!7) with in- 
itiative. 

b) 13 Axc4?! Axed 14 Axe4 
Exe4 15 $2d3 Rd4 F Cvetkovié-Sue- 
tin, Skopje 1969. 

c) 13 e5 dxe5 14 “@xc4 Db6! 
(14...e47! 15 2e3 clearly cannot sat- 
isfy Black, but 14...exf4 deserves at- 
tention: 15 2xf4 He4 { 15...Ac5 16 
a5 Afe4 17 Axe4 Axe4 18 £3 with 
a slight plus for White; Schmidt- 
L.Karlsson, Vrnja¢ka Banja 1981} 
16 S2£3 {Black quickly seizes the in- 
itiative after 16 Axe4 Exe4 17 &d3 
Ed4 18 Wf3 Af6 19 d6 Bg4! 20 


W23 $2e6 + Wesseln-Luther, Bun- 
desliga 1990} 16...Ab6! 17 Axe4 
G\xc4 18 b3!? Ae5 = Katalymov- 
Gufeld, Krasnoiarsk 1980) 15 fxe5 
and Black has a pleasant choice: 
cl) 15...Afxd5 16 Ad6 (White 
has no advantage after 16 “Axd5 
Gxd5 17 Ad6 Exe5 18 Axf7 Wb6+ 
19 Ph1 He3 20 Rxe3 Exe3 21 Ags 
Re6 =) 16...Axc3 (16...Rxe5!7 17 
GNxd5 Wxd6 18 Af6+ Wxf6 19 Bxf6 
&xf6 and Black is not at all worse) 
17 bxc3 Exe5 (but not 17...2e67! 
18 Dxe8 Wxe8 19 Wd4 Ad7 20 2f4 
+ Sahovié-Henley, Lone Pine 1978) 
18 “@xf7 Wxd1 19 2xd1 EFS 20 
@Qh6+ (20 &b3 Hxfl+ 21 &xfl 
&.xc3 22 Ha2 R£5 23 Ad6+ Sg7 24 
G\xf5+ gxf5 25 Kf2 He8!? is level; 
Moutousis-Grabics, Katerini 1993) 
20...$2xh6 21 &xh6 Exfl+ 22 Sxfl 
G\d5 = Meduna-Anikaev, Moscow 
1982. 
c2) 15...Ag4!? 16 Ad6 (16 e6 
fxe6 17 2xg4 Axc4) 16...2xe5 17 
&\xe8 Wh4! (avoiding the attractive 
trap 17...2xh2+? 18 #h1 Wh4 19 
$2.25! Wxg5 20 &xe4 eS 21 WF3 
£5 22 Hael, after which White wins; 
Gligori¢é-Nic¢evski, Zagreb 1970) 18 
h3 Wg3 19 Qxg4 Wh2+ 20 &f2 
We3+ 21 Sg1 Wh2+ = Taimanov- 
Tal, Sukhumi 1972. 
13} a Ac5 
14 e5 
14 2f3 &d7 15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 
Exe5 17 Axc4 He8 18 Rf4 Afed 
19 &xe4 Dxe4 = Ehlvest-Szekely, 
Tallinn 1983. 
14 ... dxe5 
15 fxe5 


Black has no problems after 15 
O\xc4 exf4 16 &xf4 Afe4 17 Axe4 
G\xe4 18 Ka3 2d7 = Garcia-Tatai, 
Cuba 1974. 

15... Exe5 
16 xc4(D) 


mr 


cy a 
‘. 


"i 


— 


2 Cy wt W; & Up a GY 
gas =, 


16 ... Exe2!? 

This may be the best solution. In 
practice the following moves have 
ilso been tried: 

a) 16...&f5 and now: 

al) 17 R£3 Dg4!? 18 Rxg4 (bet- 
ter than 18 ®e3 @xh2! { 18...0xe3?! 
19 &xe3 +} 19 Sxh2 Wh4+ 20 Heg1 
Hh5! 21 &xh5 Se5, when Black has 
i strong attack according to Byk- 
hovsky) 18...&xfl+ 19 Wxfl 2x24 
20 $.£4!7? or 20 Re3 Hc8 = Byk- 
hovsky-Mi.Tseitlin, USSR 1982. 

a2) 17 &f4!7 is a more promising 
alternative: 

a21) White will meet 17...0h5!? 
with 18 Se3. 

a22) White has an obvious ad- 
vantage in the continuation 17...g5?! 
18 Re3 Exfl+ 19 Wxfl Afe4 20 
Gxe4 Dxe4 21 Rd3 Dd6 22 Rb6 
Wd7 23 Hel Lukacs-L.Karlsson, 
Helsinki 1983. 
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a23) 17...@fe4 also does not lead 
to equality: 18 Axe4 Axe4 19 We2 
G\g5 20 a5! + Farago-Bistrié, Sara- 
jevo 1983. 

b) 16...2e8 17 2g5h6 (17... 2£5 
18 d6 Ace4 19 Axe4 EBxe4 20 De3 
Re6 21 RF3 Hb4 22 Rd5! + Yrjola- 
Teo, Dubai OL 1986) 18 S2h4 Ace4 
and now: 

bl) White really cannot rely on 
having such a large advantage after 
19 Dxe4 Exe4 20 Rg3!, although 
several problems face Black: 

b11) 20...2g4 21 &xg4 Exc4 (or 
21...Rxg4?! 22 Bxf6 Exc4 23 Hxf7! 
&xf7 24 Wfl+ wins) 22 Rf3 with an 
excellent game for White. 

b12) 20...Axd5?! is even worse: 
21 Bxf7! Ze6 (the choice is a small 
one, as both 21...@xf7 22 ®d6+, and 
21...Bxe2 22 Bxe7+ Sxg7 23 Wxe2 
+— are terrible) 22 Exb7 Gh8 23 
We2 +— Yrjla-Vaiser, Sochi 1984. 

b13) Yrj6la suggests 20...h5S!? £. 

b2) 19 d6!? g5 (one cannot rec- 
ommend 19...@xc3 20 bxc3 g5 21 
RI2 De4 22 Rb6 Rxc3 23 Wd3 
Wd7 24 2h5 Ef 25 &d4! +— Dorf- 
man) 20 Rel Se6 21 Axe4 DAxe4 
22 &a5 with a large advantage for 
White in Beliavsky-Velimirovi¢, 
Moscow IZ 1982. 

17 ®xe2 

17 Wxe2 S£5 gives Black com- 
pensation. 

17 ... Re4 

18 De5 G\ce4 
18...2h5 19 @f3 +. 

19 Rf4! 

Black has a wonderful game after 
19 @xg4? Axe4 20 Wel Wbé. 
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The position after the 19th move 
was seen in Glek-Tseshkovsky, Bu- 
dapest 1989, and now by playing 
19...&h5!? followed by 20...\Wxd5 
Black could have had a reasonable 
game. 


&\bd7 
c4(D) 


A3) 10 ... 
11 0-0 


rrawxven 
RATA Ams 
ok 


a a 


OV 
oe 
S owns 


12 @hil 
White’s attempts to gain an ad- 
vantage with other continuations 
have not been crowned with success, 


for example: 
a) 12 Rxc4 Dc5 13 e5 dxe5 14 


a 


\ 


KS 


re 


fxe5 Hxe5 15 AZ He8 16 Shi 


“fe4 17 @xe4, Kallai-Foisor, Bu- 
charest 1983, and by continuing 
17...Axe4 18 Wb3 Ad6 Black could 
have equalized. 

b) 12 2£37! bS. 

c) 12 eSdxe5 13 Axc4 Ab6! 14 
fxe5 (or 14 d6 ®xc4 15 S&xc4 Wb6+ 
16 Ph1 e4 F) 14... 0fxd5 15 Axd5 
(White has too many weaknesses 
after 15 Ad6 @xc3 16 bxc3 Hf8 17 
G\xf7 {17 2.£4 We7 F)} 17...Wxd1 18 
Rxd1 2e6! 19 Ah6+ Ph8 Kur- 
tenkov-Ghinda, Primorsko 1985) 


15...Wxd5 16 Wxd5 @Axd5 17 2f3 
&e6!? (17...2b6!? is not bad either) 
18 &g¢5 h6 19 &h4 g5 20 2g3 He7 = 
Sines-Ljubojevic, Yugoslavia Ch 
1982. 

d) 12 a4 @c5 13 2f3 (13 e5 dxe5 
14 Dxc4 exf4!? 15 Rxf4 Dce4 «) 
with the further possibilities of: 

dl) 13...2h6 14 Wc2 Ad3 (alter- 
natively, 14...2xf4 15 Axc4 &xcl 
16 Haxcl +) 15 Axc4 Axcl 16 
Wxcl $2¢4 17 Wdl + Nunn. 

d2) 13...Wce7 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 
Wxe5 16 DAxc4 Whb8 17 Se3 b6 18 
&.d4 + Padevsky-Peev, Varna 1968. 

d3) 13...b6!? 14eSdxeS5 15 fxe5 
Exe5 16 @xc4 and now: 

d31) The game is unclear after 
16...2f5 17 d6 Hb8 18 AbS!? (but 
not 18 ®e3 He5 19 Ded5 Axd5 20 
2xd5 De6 F Ehlvest-Suba, Tallinn 
1983) 18...2e6 19 De3 2b3, Zak- 
harevich-Gleizerov, USSR 1987, 
and now White must sacrifice the 
queen: 20 @xf5! &xd1 21 De7+ 
@h8 when 22 Exd1 yields compen- 
sation (Gleizerov); 22 @c6? is worse 
since 22...2xf3! 23 Dxd&’ Rd5 
leaves the knight trapped. 

d32) 16...Re8 17d6 (or 17 &.g5!? 
Rf5 ~~) 17...2e6! 18 Re? (it’s not 
worth White’s while chasing the 
rook, as after 18 2xa8 &xc4 19 2c6 
EKe6 20 Hel Hxd6 Black has a better 
game) was played in Chernin- 
Granda, Buenos Aires 1992, when, 
according to Chernin, 18...0h5! 19 
g4 Wh4 would have led to an equal 
game. 

d4) 13...8d7!2 14 Ph (14 €5 is 
of approximately the same value as 


the text move, e.g. 14...dxe5 15 fxe5 
Exc5 16 Axc4 He8 17 Rg5 h6 18 
dh4 £5 with equality; Gutman- 
Petkevich, USSR 1967) 14...Bc8 15 
05 dxe5 16 fxe5 Bxe5 17 Axc4 EFS 
« C.Hansen-Larsen, Nestved 1985, 
und it is important to note that White 
cunnot play 18 @d6?! because of 
18... 2xa4!. 

12. se Gc5 

13 eS 

13 Weo2?! Afxe4 14 Acxe4 RF5 

15 2£3 We7 16 Hel 2xe4 17 Rxe4 
(5 is bad, whilst 13 2f3 b5!? 14 
G\xb5 Afxe4 15 Axc4 RE5 leads to 
i game with mutual chances. 
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Now White must make a difficult 
choice. 

14 fxe5 

There is another move at White’s 
disposal, which is of approximately 
the same value, viz. 14 Axc4 and 
now: 

a) 14..e415 Se3 Ad3 (15...b6?! 
16 AeS Bb7 17 Rc4 + Zaltsman- 
Wedberg, Reykjavik 1984) 16 £xd3 
(16 @xe4? Axb2! F) 16...exd3 17 
Wxd3 2f5 (17...b5 is interesting, but 
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not sufficient for equality: 18 Axb5 
a6 19 a4 Dlugy-Suba, Tunis IZ 
1985, and according to Dlugy Black 
should have continued 19...Wxd5!? 
20 Wxd5 Axd5 21 2d2 +) 18 Wd2 
Ec8 19 Ae5 (19 b3?! b5! 20 Axb5 
Ge4 21 Wdl 2xal 22 Wxal Wxd5 
23 ®xa7 Kcd8, Zaichik-Velickovié, 
Tbilisi 1983, and Black’s position is 
preferable) 19...Ae4 (19...b5!? 20 
d6 b4 21 “b5 has unclear conse- 
quences, Dlugy-Fedorowicz, USA 
Ch 1984; Dlugy suggests 21...c2! 
22 Wxb4 Exe5! 23 fxe5 “gd 24 
Exf5!? {or 24 Sf4 Wa8 25 Hf3 
G\f2+ 26 Sg1 Dh3+ 27 Shl Df2+ 
=} 24...gxf5 25 e6 Wh4 26 2f4! 
with a wild and wonderful position) 
20 Wd4 (20 Axe4 Rxe4 F) 20...f621 
&\f3 b622 Hacl 2f8! with compen- 
sation for the pawn; Meduna-Sax, 
Baile Herculane 1982. 

b) 14...exf4!?2 15 2xf4 Ace4 16 
Rf3 Axc3!? (16...2f5 is not bad 
either: 17 Wb3 Hc8 18 De3 Ac5 19 
Wa3 2d3 20 Efdi a5 = Zaltsman- 
Lobron, Reykjavik 1984) 17 bxc3 
Be4 18 Wb3 b6 19 d6 $2.26 ~ Dlugy- 
Vaiser, Havana 1985. 

14 ... Exe5 

14...A\fd7? is unsatisfactory: 15 
e6 fxe6 16 Axc4 De5 17 d6+. 

15 @xc4 Ke8!? (D) 

Or 15...2f5: 

a) Black can achieve a satisfac- 
tory game, if not without a struggle, 
after 16 &f3: 

al) 16...Ag4 is not so exact. Af- 
ter 17 Ae3 Dxe3 18 $.xe3 b6 White 
has a number of ways to seize the in- 
itiative: 
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17 ... “\ce4!? 

It is in Black’s interest to relieve 
the tension in the centre somewhat, 
un White has unpleasant pressure af- 
ter 17...b6?! 18 d6 g5 (18...8b7 19 
£13 Rxf3 20 Bxf3 g5 21 Rf2 +, 
whilst 18...82a6 is met with 19 
G\d5!) 19 &f2 2a6 20 2d4 Heb 21 
4\c3! with initiative; Cserna-Fe- 
dorowicz, Lugano 1984. 

White also has an excellent game 
wfter 17...2f5 18 d6 Wd7 19 Hcl 
Ec6 20 b4 Ace4 21 Axe4 Rxe4 22 
£13 Hae8 23 a4! + Gorelov-Petru- 
shin, Aktiubinsk 1985. 

18 Dxe4 Exe4 
19 Qg3 Wxd5 

Avoiding the trap 19...Axd5? 20 
Exf7! Se6 21 Bxb7 Wf6 22 2f3 
Exc4 23 S&xd5 and White wins; 
‘Tasi¢-Murey, Cannes 1992. 

20 Wxd5 &\xd5 
21 Zf3 

Cserna-Gufeld, Pristina 1983. 
Now 21...&d4! 22 Had1 “b6 would 
have led to a reasonable game, ac- 
cording to Gufeld. 


B) 10 e5 dxe5 


\0...Afd7 is very rarely used: 11 
cexd6 (11 e6 is weaker: 11...fxe6 12 
dxe6 “b6 with a good game) 11...a6 
|2 a4 “£6 13 0-0 with a small advan- 
tage to White. 
11 fxeS 
12 2g5 
The most popular move, but far 
from the only one. Other continu- 
ations likewise have their admirers: 
a) 12 0-0!? Axe5 13 RF4 (D): 


aga 
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al) White has a big advantage 
after 13...Wb6? 14 Ghl Wxb2 15 
Gad Wb4 16 2d2 We4 17 Dxe5 
Wd4 18 Axf7 Wxal 19 Dh6+ Sh8 
20 Wxal +— Toth-Popov, Budapest 
1965. 

a2) White also has strong pres- 
sure after 13...Axf3+ 14 &xf3 c4 15 
Wd2 £5 16 Kael. 

a3) 13...8%f5 does not lead to 
equality: 14 Axe5 Rxe5 15 Wd2 
G\d7 16 Had1 a6 17 Rxe5 Axe5 18 
Wr4 + Vaiser-Renet, Brussels Z 
1993. 

a4) 13...0bd7 14 d6 with two 
possibilities: 

a41) 14...Axf3+ 15 2xf3 De5 
16 Ab5 (16 Rd5!? Re6 17 De4 
Qd7 18 Sxe6 Exe6 19 Ag5 with 
compensation) 16...2f5 (16...Bf8 
solves no problems: 17 @c7 Hb8 18 
Kel Axf3+ 19 Wxf3 Wf6 20 He8! 
Wd4+ 21 2e3 Wxb2 22 Kab1 Wc3 
23 @xg7 + Balogh-Ribli, Hungarian 
Ch 1972) 17 AWc7 Axf3+ (Szabo 
suggests 17...2\d3!?) 18 Wxf3 2xb2 
19 DAxe8 Rxal 20 Ac7 Rd4+ 21 
Re3 Hc8 22 2xd4 cxd4 23 WE4 with 
a big advantage; Szabo-Zuckerman, 
Las Vegas 1973. 
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a42) 14...Wb6!2 15 AxeS AxeS 
16 Sxe5 Rxe5 17 d7 Rxd7 18 Wxd7 
Rxc3 19 Wxf7+ Gh8 20 bxc3 Bxe2 
is unclear — Nunn. 

b) 12 &f4 AxeS 13 AxeS5 (the 
stronger 13 0-0!? transposes to vari- 
ation ‘a’) 13... Rxe5 14 Rxe5 Bxe5 
15 0-0 Ad7 16 Wd2 Wg5 with an un- 
clear game. 

c) 12 e6fxe6 and the possibilities 
are: 

cl) 13 d6 &d7 (13...2c6? 14 0-0 
GNd4 15 De4 DFS 16 Re5 Berkovicé- 
Shanal, Beersheba 1991) 14 0-0 S2c6 
15 Dg5 De5 16 Re3 b6 17 Dged 
&\bd7 and Black’s chances turned 
out somewhat better in Udovéié-Ma- 
rovic, Zagreb 1964. 

c2) 13 Ag5?! exd5 14 0-0 &d4+ 
15 Gh Bf8! 16 Rf3 Ac6 with a 
clear advantage; Pavlovi¢-Ivanovié, 
Yugoslavia 1970. 

c3) 130-0 exd5 (13...4f8 is infe- 
rior in view of 14 Sc4 exd5 15 
Gxd5 Ph8 16 S25 Wd7 17h3 b5 18 
hxg4 bxc4 19 DeS5! We8 20 Exf8+ 
Wxf8 21 2e7 + Sakharov-Nemet, 
USSR- Yugoslavia 1963, whilst after 
13...2xc3 14 bxc3 exdS 15 Ags 
White has the initiative) 14 @xd5 
(Black has an easy game after 14 
Sg5 Wd6 15 h3 {15 DAxd5 Sd4+!) 
15...Af6 16 R2xf6 Rxf6 17 Axd5 
Ph8 18 Axf6 Wxf6 19 2b5 Ac6 20 
Wo2 &£5 = Klompus-Waagmeester, 
Corr 1990) 14...%e6 and now: 

c31) Black seizes the initiative 
after 15 2c4 “c6 (15...He5!7) 16 
S25 Af6 17 He5 Axe5 (17...2xd5? 
18 Sxf6 Rxf6 19 Wxd5+ Wxd5 20 
xd5+ Sg7 21 Axc6 bxc6 22 Rxc6 


is clearly better for White) 18 2xf6 
(18 Axf6+ @xf6 19 Rxe6+ EBxe6 20 
Rxf6 Wxdl F) 18...Axc4 19 Rxd8 
Eaxd8 20 ®e7+ Lh8 21 Axg6+ 
hxg6 + Nunn. 

c32) 15 Af4 Wxd1 16 Bxd1 Rf7 
17 Ag5 DeS. This complicated posi- 
tion arose in Hodos-Portisch, Li- 
petsk 1968, and White most likely 
should have continued 18 @xf7!? 
Gxf7 19 &£c4 with enough compen- 
sation for the pawn. 

Now we return to the position af- 
ter 12 $225 in the main line: 


Le SWE (2 
ae ABA 
Sigg ke 


Wier0? 


ie ae 
“A eZ 


AN Baan 
JMS 7&8 


Now Black has two popular 
moves: 

Bl) 12...f6 

B2) 12...b6 


Black may also try 12...Wa5!?, a 
move which is seen very rarely, but 
which may be better than its repu- 
tation: 13 0-0 Axe5 14 d6 Re6!? 
(White preserves his advantage after 
both 14...Abc6 15 Ad5 Re6 16 Ac7 
G\d7 17 Shi h6 18 Rh4 Hac8 19 
4\xe6! Hxe6 20 S2c4 + Petursson- 
Thorsteins, Saint John 1988, and 
14...0xf3+ 15 Rxf3 Rxc3 16 bxc3 


Wxc3 17 Rd5 Re6 18 Hcl Wh4 
( 18... Wd4+ loses immediately: 19 
Wxd4 cxd4 20 &xe6 fxe6 21 Bc7 
t-) 19 2xe6 Exe6 20 d7 Dc6 21 
(8W+ Axd8 22 Qxd8 + Lazié-Jo- 
vinovié, Cetinje 1992) 15 Ad5 
Q\bd7 16 Ac7 Axf3+ 17 Rxf3 c4!? 
IB Rel (18 Re3?! Vxb2 19 Rxb7 
Kub&8 20 Wf3 Rxal 21 Axe6 fxe6 
22 Wf7+ @h8 23 Bxal We3 F) 
18... Wb6+ (18...c3 19 bxc3 &xc3 20 
Hh6 +) 19 Sh1 ReS5 20 Axa8 Bxa8 
with an unclear game in Kharkova- 
Bystriakova, USSR 1989. The vari- 
ition needs further tests. 


Bl) 12 ... {6 
13 exf6 Sxf6 (D) 
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14 Wd2 

Probably the strongest move, and 
one which enjoys unstinting popu- 
larity amongst theoreticians and 
players alike. White even agrees to 
exchange queens, hoping for a 
strong passage for the pawn, on 
which all his hopes are based, and 
Black meanwhile cannot manage to 
gain reliable equality. 

White’s other possibilities are: 
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a) 14 Rxf6 Wxf6 15 0-0 (15 
Wa4!? 2d7 16 Wb3 also deserves at- 
tention) 15...0e3 16 Wd2 Axfl 17 
Exfl Rf5 18 &c4 Dd7 19 d6+ &g7 
20 AdS Wxd6 21 Wc3+ Af6 22 24 
S.x24 23 Ags Rf5 24 Axh7 Eh8! 
(24...@xh7 is weaker: 25 “xf6+ 
@h6 26 Wol+ Sg7 27 Exf5!, witha 
strong initiative) 25 Wxf6+ Wxf6 
26 Ahxf6 Haf8 27 Exf5 gxf5 28 
“\d7 Ke8 29 Axc5 b6 with totally 
unclear consequences; L.Grigor- 
ian-Kupreichik, USSR 1970. 

b) 14,82f4!7 Ae3 15 Rxe3 Hxe3 
16 0-0 Rg4 17 d6 Ac6 18 AdS Keb 
19 @xf6+ Exf6 20 Wb3+ Re6 21 
Wxb7 Hc8 22 Had1 with a clear ad- 
vantage to White; Padevsky-Spas- 
sov, Bulgaria 1969. 14 &f4 needs 
further practical tests. 

14 ... RES (D) 

Black’s task is not easier after 
other moves: 

a) 14...Ad7 15 0-0 AdeS 16 Rxf6 
Wxf6 17 Ags Wb6 18 Age4 c4+ 19 
Phi RF5 20 d6 Ad3. Thus contin- 
ued Peev-Donner, Cienfuegos 1973, 
and according to Peev’s analysis, 
White would have achieved a deci- 
sive advantage after 21 d7! He5 22 
Sxe4 Sxe4 23 Hael! Wd4 24 Bxe4 
Exe4 25 Axe4 Wxe4 26 We5 Wd4 
27 We7 +-. 

b) 14...He5 15 0-0-0 Axf3 16 
Rxf6 Axd2 17 Kxd8 Xxd8 18 Bxd2 
and White has a small, but quite tan- 
gible advantage. 

c) 14...2xg5 15 Wxg5 and Black 
must resolve the difficult question of 
whether he should exchange queens 
himself on g5, or await the exchange 
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on d8, despite the fact that White 
preserves the initiative in both cases. 

cl) 15...He3 16 Wxd8 EBxd8 17 
Sf2 Ag4+!? (or 17...0f5 18 Had1 
H\d7 19 Ded b6 20 g4 Dh6 21 g5 
Gf5 22 Hhel 2b7 23 &b5 + Blokh- 
Fedorenko, Moscow 1975) 18 @g3 
{\e3 19 Hael Af5+ 20 Sf2 Ad7 21 
&\e4 with unpleasant pressure by 
White in Forintos-Enklaar, Wijk aan 
Zee 1974. 

c2) 15..0e5 16 Wxd8 (White 
can consider 16 0-0-0!7) 16...Axf3+ 
17 @f2 Bxd8 18 &xf3 Ad7 19 Ehel 
&\f6 20 Hadi + Vaiser-Levic, Vrn- 
jacka Banja 1986. 

c3) 15...2f5 16h3 DeS 17 Wxd8 
Qxf3+ 18 Sf2 Bxd8 19 Rxf3 Dab 
20 24 &d7 21 Khel £ Semkov-Strik- 
ovi¢, Vrnjacka Banja 1987. 

c4) 15...Wxg5 16 Axg5 and now 
Black has problems: 

c41) 16...He3 is insufficient: 17 
Sf2 (17 Sd2!? RFS 18 Rb5!7 is also 
interesting) 17...2£5 (or 17...0f5 18 
&\e6!; in Monin-Balogh, Budapest 
1992, Black continued 17...2c2 18 
Kacl Bf8+ 19 2f3 and now the 
move 19...2\d4!? = deserved atten- 
tion) 18 Ae6 &xe6 19 dxe6 Exe6 20 
RF3 DAc6 21 AdS +. 

c42) 16...8£5 17 h3 and now: 

c421) 17...2e3 is weak: 18 g4! 
(18 Sf2 Ac2 19 Hacl Ad4 20 24 
Gxe2 21 Axe2 Rd7 22 Bxc5 Da6 = 
lli¢-Strikovi¢c, VrnjaékaBanja 1987, 
is not as convincing) 18...h6 (Black 
has a difficult choice, as 18...s2d7? 
has even worse consequences: 19 
Gd2 He5 {19...Ag2 20 Ehfl h6 21 
G\ge4 Sg7 22 Hf2 Gh4 23 Hafl +) 


20 Age4 +— Vaiser-Arizanov, Pula 
1988) 19 @£F3 &d7 + Vaiser. 

c422) White has an easy game 
after 17...Af6 18 0-0 a6 (18...h6? 19 
24 Ded 20 DAgxe4 Rxe4 21 Rb5 
He5 22 Hael +-; 18...Abd7? loses 
quickly to 19 g4 We4 20 Agxe4 
Rxe4 21 $b5 +— Hausner-Jirovsky, 
Prague 1993) 19 24 We4 20 Acxe4 
Rxe4 21 Kael +. 

c423) 17...0e5!?2 was recom- 
mended by Nunn, but it has not yet 
been tested in practice. White’s 
chances are preferable here as well, 
but it is without a doubt the least of 
the evils. 
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15 0-0 

15 R£4 Dd7 16 h3 DgeS is equal, 
but 15 h3!? deserves attention: 

a) An interesting, but very dan- 
gerous game for Black arises after 
15...0e5 16 0-0-0 Axf3 17 Rxf6 
Gxd2 18 Sxd8 Ae4 19 Axe4 Sxe4 
20 Rh4 &xg2 21 Hhel Rxh3 22 d6 
Q\d7 (22...me4 is better for White: 
23 &f3! Hxel 24 Exel Ac6 25 
S.d5+ Sg7 26 Rxc6 bxc6 27 He7+ 
Ph6 28 R£6 + Goczan-Spiriev, Bu- 
dapest 1991) 23 &c4+ Sg7 24 He7+ 


Bxe7 25 dxe7 a6 26 Rel! with com- 
pensation, Blokh. 

b) 15..2xg5 16 Wxg5 DeS (or 
Io...Wxg5 17 Axg5 De3 18 Sf2 +) 
17 Wxd8 @xf3+ 18 Sf2 Hxd8 19 
x3 Dd7 20 Hhel with a small ad- 
vintage to White. 

15 ... Rxg5 

The very moment to hurry into 
ihe cxchange; White can secure a 
«lear advantage after 15...0d7: 

a) Vaiser-Thipsay, New Delhi 
1987, featured 16 h3 S2xg5 17 Axg5 
4\e3 18 Bxf5 Axf5 19 Bb5, and 
now Black could have equalized by 
19,..Ad6! 20 De6 We7 21 Ac7 
Hiac8 22 Axe8 Hxe8 (Vaiser). 

b) White preserves some pres- 
sure after 16 2b5!? a6 (or 16...Wb6 
17 Rxf6 Agxf6 18 Ags HeS 19 WF4 
Kac8 20 g4) 17 2xd7 Wxd7 Arenci- 
bia-Paneque, Holquin m 1988, and 
us Arencibia showed, White should 
have continued 18 h3! 2xg5 19 
“\xg5 Be3 20 Hf3 Ac2 21 Hafl 
O\d4 22 H3f2 with initiative. 

c) After 16 24! AgeS, Arenci- 
bia-Paneque, Holquin m 1988, the 
line 17 d6 @xf3+ (17...c4 18 Ad5 
G\d3 19 &xd3 Rxd3 20 &g5!) 18 
Rxf3 2d4+ 19 Shl DeS 20 Rd5+ 
Lh8 21 ADbS5 would have given 
White a clear advantage (Arencibia). 

16 Wxg5 “\d7 
16...Ae37! is bad: 17 Wh6! We7 
(17...Axfl 18 Ags We7 19 Exfl +) 
18 &b5 2d7 19 Hael + Peev-Jano- 
Sevic, NiS 1972. 

Great complications, which are 
not unadvantageous for White, arise 
after 16...Wxg5 17 DxgS5 De3 18 


Four Pawns Attack: 9...he8 153 


Rb5! Hd8 19 Hfel! Ac2 20 He7 a6 
(or 20...A)xal 21 g4!! a6 (21...Sxg4 
22 “ce4 Hf8 23 d6 +—} 22 gxf5 
gxf5! (22...axb5 23 Ace4 Ad7 24 £6 
+—} 23 Sd3 Hd7 24 He8+ Yg7 25 
Rxf5 +) 21 S204 b5 22 Efi! bxc4 23 
24 De3 24 gxf5! +— Crandbourne- 
Crespo, Corr 1988. 


17 h3 “e3 
18 Wh6 “xf 
19 Dgs We7 
20 d6 We7! 


20...We3+ 21 Sxfl Af8 22 Hdl 
with initiative; Szabo-Timman, 
Amsterdam 1975. 

After 20...8%g7! White must be 
satisfied with the draw, 21 &c4+ 
Ph8 22 Af7+ g8 = Szabo. 

We can most likely come to the 
conclusion that the move 12...f6 fa- 
vours White, although achieving an 
advantage from it demands very pre- 
cise play. 


B2) 12 ... Wb6 (D) 
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13 0-0 
Black has no problems after 13 
“a4 Wa5+!? (13...Wb4+is weaker: 
14 2d2 We4 15 Dc3 WES 16 0-0 
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Sxe5 17 h3 D6 18 AgsS sd4+ 19 
Phil Wes 20 2f4 +) 14 Rd2 Ws 
with at least an equal game. 

However, the little-investigated 
13 Wd2!?, often employed by one of 
the main connoisseurs of the Four 
Pawns Attack, Blokh, deserves at- 
tention: 

a) 13...2d7?! is unsatisfactory: 
14 e6 fxe6 15 dxe6 Wxe6 (things 
are even worse for Black after 
15...2xc3 16 bxc3 Wxe6 17 0-0! 
O\df6 { 17...Wxe2 18 Hael Wxd2 19 
Exe8+ @f7 20 He7+ Sf8 21 Axd2+ 
+— Blokh) 18 Hael Wc6 19 h3 We4 
20 Wf4 h6 21 hxg4 hxg5 22 Axes 
\xe5 23 Wxe5 Sg7 24 Bc4! +- 
Blokh) 16 Ad5 Re5 17 AxeS Wxe5 
18 2f4 +. 

b) 13...Aaxe5 14 0-0-0 Wa6!? 
(White has a small advantage after 
14...2£5 15 AxeS Rxe5 16 Hhel 
Wb4 17 a3 Wb3 18 24 Rd7 19 2F3 
Blokh-Schneider, Corr 1989) 15 
&xe5 Exe5 16 Hhel (a possible im- 
provement in comparison with 
Blokh-Lukin, Russian Cht 1992, in 
which after 16 $2£47! He8 17 Khel 
&d7 White should have continued 
18 24!2 0) 16...Ab4 17 &c4 (17 d6? 
Exe5 18 Wxg5 “@xa2+! wins for 
Black) 17...&xel 18 Exel 2f5 19 
d6 with sufficient compensation for 
the pawn. 

13... Gxe5 

One cannot recommend either 
13...h6 14 2£4!7 g5 15 Qcl Axed 
16 Axe5 Rxe5 17 &Lh5 — analysis by 
Nunn — or 13...22£5 14 a4!? (14 e6 
is not as convincing: 14...fxe6 15 
&b5 c4+ 16 Ghl Ld3 with huge 


complications; Littlewood-Mor- 
due, British Ch (Eastbourne) 1990) 
14...Wa5 15 Ah4 DxeS (15...S$xe5? 
is far worse: 16 &xg4 {16 Axf5!7) 
16...2x2¢4 17 Wxeg4 2d4+ 18 Shi 
Wxa4 19 Df5! gxf5 20 Exf5 h5 21 
W 23 +— Semkov) 16 @xf5 gxf5 17 
Exf5 Abd7 18 “c3, Semkov-Api- 
cella, Sofia 1990. 

Black quite often tries 13...c4+ 14 
Ph1 Ad7 (greed is not permissible: 
14...0f2+ 15 Bxf2 Wxf2 16 De4 
Wb6 17 Ad6 Hf8 18 Re7 Bd7 19 
&\xc4 +—) and now (D) White has a 
choice between two pawn moves: 


X72 /X7 87 


"AAA A 
i i ae 
I OAS m+ 
phe oS 
ax, Yy, 
A MABAn 


4% 


mwas 


a) 15 d6?! @f2+ 16 Bxf2 Wxf2 
17 DdS (17 De4 Wh6 18 Af6+ 
2)xf6 19 2xf6 2xf6 20 exf6 Le6 ~; 
17 &xc4?! DxeS 18 Ded Wh6 19 
Gxe5 Exe5 20 @f6+ Rxf6 21 Lxf6 
Ef5 22 &e7 S2d7 + Kouatly-Povah, 
Ramsgate 1979) 17...Axe5 18 Ac7 
(18 S$2e3? is weak: 18...ag4! 19 
“e7+ Bh8 20 AgS DAxe3 21 Wel 
Wxgl+ 22 &xgl 2e6 and Black 
wins — Nunn) 18...2d7 F. 

b) 15 e6 fxe6 16 dxe6 “df6 17 
h3 (White will not get much joy 
from the active 17 e7 Hxe7 18 @d5 


He 


“a 


Q\nl5 19 Wxd5+ 2e6 20 We4 Hf7!? 
(20)...8&c7!? 21 Hadi HF8 = Jones- 
Movah, British Ch 1979, also de- 
serves attention} 21 Sxc4 Rxc4 22 
Wxe4 Df2+ 23 Bxf2 Wxf2 24 Hf 
Wxb2 25 DeS Wxe5 26 Wxf7+ Gh8 
wives Black a slight plus; Semkov- 
Murey, Cannes 1989) 17...Wxb2 
(17... Of2+? 18 Bxf2 Wxf2 19 sLxf6 
x16 20 Ded +; 17...He3? 18 Rxe3 
Wxce3 19 2xc4 +) and now: 

bl) The tempting 18 a4 is re- 
(ted beautifully by 18...0f2+!! 19 
Ext2 De4 20 Hfl Dg3+ 21 Ygl 
Wxal 22 Wxal Axe2+ 23 Sf2 
Sxul 24 Bxal Rxe6 25 Hel Hac8 
2 Kxe2 c3 -+ Kakageldiev-Murey, 
(‘orr 1972 — a fantastic idea; more- 
uver it 1s interesting that practically 
ull of these moves were seen 16 
yeurs later in Kouatly-Murey. 

b2) 18 Wel!? Wxcl 19 Haxcl 
{\h5 20 De4 Rxe6 21 hxg4 Rxg4 
Nunn. The variation is not forced, 
Init it is interesting. 

After 13...axe5 (D), White has 
(wo main systems: 


Wh a7 
Nip 


B21) 14 &xe5 
B22) 14 d6 
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B21) 14 “xe5 Rxe5 
14...&xe5!? is almost never seen in 
practice, but it deserves attention: 15 
Wd2 (15 Rf4 Wxb2!7) 15... 2f5 16 
$2.£4 Dd7!7 17 Rxe5 AxeS 18 Ghl 
c4 with compensation; Ca.Hansen- 
Yurtaev, Gausdal 1990. 
15 Lcd 

15 Wd2 is not as dangerous for 
Black: 15...2f5 16 Kael @d7 17 
@h1 and now 17...227!7 0, but not 
17...0N£6? 18 &d3 S2xd3 19 Wxd3 
c4 20 Wf3 h6 21 Exe5 Exe5 22 
&.xf6 + Christiansen-Biyiasis, USA 
1977. 

15> 4s £5 (D) 

The most popular move, after 
which it is not at all easy, although 
still generally possible, for White to 
gain an advantage. 

Other possibilities: 

a) 15...Wxb2 16 d6: 

al) 16...2£5 17 Bxf5 (17 Rxf7+ 
Sxf7 18 Bxf5+ Yg7! 19 d7 Axd7 
20 Wxd7+ @h8 is unclear) 17...gxf5 
18 &xf7+ Yf8! (and definitely not 
18...8xf7? 19 Wh5+ Sf8 20 &h6+ 
$2g7 21 Wxf5+ Sg8 22 Hfl +- 
Arencibia-Martin del Campo, Bay- 
amo 1989) 19 2xe8 Wxc3 20 S2e7+ 
Bxe8 21 Wh5+ Sd7 22 Wxf5+ and 
White has a safe draw but could seek 
a route to a more pleasing result. 

a2) 16...Bf8!2 17 xf7+ (the 
move 17 “)b5?! is interesting, but 
not sufficient: 17...Wxal 18 Wf3 
W/b2 19 Sxf7+ Ye7 20 Re7 Rf5 21 
S.xf8+ Sxf7 22 Wxb7+ Ad7! 23 
Wxd7+ &g8 F Vaiser) 17...4g7 
(17...8xf7? 18 Wd5 2d4+ 19 Ghl 
8.£5 20 Hab1 Wxc3 21 Exb7 @d7 
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22 Exd7 Haf8 23 Exf7 Exf7 24 d7 
+—) 18 &d5! (again the knight must 
not be put on b5 — 18 @b5? Wxal 19 
Rh6+ @xh6 20 Wd2+ Rf4! 21 
Wxf4+ g5-—+ Semkov, and 18 Wd5? 
is also unsatisfactory: 18...Wxc3 19 
Had1 2£f5 and Black wins; Semkov- 
Marin, Burgas 1990) 18...Wxc3 
(18...2£5 19 Wel! Wxc3 20 Rh6+ 
Ph8 21 Wxc3 Wxc3 22 Rxf8 Ad7 
23 Ste7 Rxal 24 Exal with com- 
pensation; 18...2xf1+?! 19 Wxfl 2£5 
20 Hel Wxc3 21 Rxb7 Rxd6 22 
Rxa8 +) 19 Bxf8 Sxf8 (19... Wd4+? 
is weak, as 20 Hf2 gives a big advan- 
tage) 20 Wf1l+ 2£5 21 Hdl! Ad7 22 
g4 &g7 23 gxf5 h6! (Black must 
play with the utmost accuracy, as 
23...Wc2? 24 Hd2 Wxf5 25 Wxf5 
gxf5 26 Re7 Rd4+ 27 Vfl is bad; 
Vaiser-Berthelot, France 1992) 24 
Re7 We2 25 Wf3 Wxh2+ 26 Sf 
gxf5 27 Wxf5 Wh4+ 28 Wxf4 2xf4 
29 &xb7 Hb8 30 &c6 DeS = Elbi- 
lia-Berthelot, France 1993. 

b) 15...\Wb4: 

bl) 16 Wf3 2f5 17 Rb5!? (17 
24? is bad in view of 17...Wxb2! 18 
“\e2 2d4+, but note that 17...Wxc4? 
is wrong: 18 gxf5 f6 19 fxg6 hxg6 20 
Rxf6 DAd7 21 Sxe5 AxeS 22 Wf6 
Szabo-Pietzsch, Salgotarjan 1967) 
17...Bf8 18 Hael f6 19 a3 (Black’s 
affairs are fully in order after 19 
Bh6 Qxh2+ (19...Wh4 20 Bxe5) 
20 &xh2 Wh4+ 21 &g1 Wxh6 22 
Ke7 a6) 19...$2d4+ 20 Shi Wxb?2 21 
&h6. Now White has a big advan- 
tage following 21...Wxc3 22 2xf8 
Wxf3 23 Exf3 Sxf8 24 He8+ Sf7 
25 d6 Matsula-Al.Kharitonov, Kirov 


1993, but after 21...0d7!? Black 
preserves reasonable chances, de- 
spite the slight material imbalance. 

b2) 16 Wb3 S2£5 17 d6 Wxb3 18 
axb3 2xd6 (18...52d4+is worse: 19 
Ph1 &xc3 20 bxc3 Le6 21 Hael 
Qd7 22 $.b5 a6 23 Bxd7 Sxd7 24 
He7 with a small plus for White; 
Forintos-Gudmundsson, Reykjavik 
1974) 19 @d5 and Black has a rea- 
sonable choice: 

b21) 19...0d7 20 Bxf5 (20 2b5 
He5 21 Had1 2c2!) 20...gxf5 21 
$.b5 e5!22 Rxd7 Hed’ 23 Rxd8 
Exd8 24 De7+ (24 Hdl? 2d4+ 25 
Sfl Sf8 -+) 24..Hf8 25 Axf5 
@xe7 26 Exa7 &d6 = Janosevié- 
Forintos, Vrnja¢ka Banja 1973. 

b22) 19...Ac6!? 20 Af6+ Yg7 
21 DAxe8+ Exe8, also with a more or 
less balanced position; Nogueiras- 
Griinberg, Varna 1982. 


xm 6 
oe 


mms 
ant 
m3 fe 
s 


a 


16 “Abs 

White’s quest has led him in two 
other directions: 

a) 16 $b5?! S2d7 (or 16...c4+ 17 
Phi Bc8 18 WF3 £6 19 Bael! Wd4 
20 £4 Sexf4 21 Wxf4 Wxf4 22 
Exf4+Mikenas-Vladimirov, USSR 


106.3) 17 WE3 £5 (17...£6!2 deserves 
allention, for example 18 a4 &xb5 
10 &\xb5 @Dd7 20 d6 Wc6 21 2h6 
Wat} 22 Bxf3 Bad8 23 Ac7 Rd4+ 
with an obvious advantage to Black 
In Kukageldiev-Zaid, USSR 1973) 
1K shc4 Wxb2 19 d6+ #h8 20 Zacl 
dco 21 Wh3 Dd7 22 He2 Rxd6 F 
Nei-Ciocaltea, Zinnowitz 1966. 

b) 16 d6 Wxd6 (16...Wxb2 leads 
tv 15...Wxb2) 17 Wxd6 &xd6 18 
Q\IS5 Re5 19 Ae7+ Bxe7 20 Bxe7 
hxb2 21 Bael 2d4+ 22 Ph Ac6 + 
Mikenas-Damljanovié¢, Sofia 1962. 

16 ... &\d7 (D) 

Black can also chose from a num- 
her of other possibilities, which may 
wlxo offer chances of a satisfactory 
yume: 

a) 16...8f8 17 a4 WaS 18 Se7 
4\I7 was played in Sahovié-Dydy- 
shko, USSR 1973, and now White 
should have continued 19 &xf8!?. 

b) 16...a6 17 d6 axb5 18 2xf7+ 
‘&'x'7 (Black should have drained the 
cup, as after 18.827 19 &xe8 
d4+ 20 Gh1 Wxd6 21 B2xb5 Ac6 
)2 Wd2 Vaiser-Kozlov, USSR 1971, 
White has a winning position) 19 
Bx(5+! pxf5 (19...6g7 20 d7) 20 
Wh5+ @f8 (20...e6 does not solve 
uny problems: 21 Wxe8+ @xd6 22 
Eel c4+ 23 2e3 Ac6!? 24 Wxa8 
h4 25 Bdl Sc7 26 Sxd4 Axd4 27 
‘dhl + Wessman-Spasov, Tunja jr 
Wch 1989) 21 2h6+ (21 Bfl Ad7 
22 Wxh7 He6! Nunn) 21...227 22 
de xg7+ (22 Bf1? c4+ 23 Sh WE2!) 
22...8xg7 23 Wxe8 c4+ 24 Phi 
Wxd6 (24... Wf2 25 d7 Bxa2 26 Hel 
{\c6 27 d8W Axd8 28 He7+ Sf6 29 
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W8+ Sg5 30 We7+ +-) 25 Hel 
Ea6 26 He7+ Sf6 27 WF8+ Sg5 28 
We8+ We6 29 He7 + Nunn. 

c) 16...h6 17 &xh6 W6 18 Wd2 
is again better for White. 


17 a4!? 


After 17 d6 with exact play Black 
can not only repulse his opponent’s 
onslaught, but can also gain an ad- 
vantage, e.g. 17...2e6! (17...2d4+7! 
18 Axd4 cxd4 19 Bxf5 gxf5 20 Wh5 
+ Bazon-Negulescu, Corr 1987) 18 
Wb3 (18 2xe6 leads to a really de- 
pressing result: 18...&xe6 19 “c7 
{or 19 Bxf7 Wxb5 20 Wd5 Sxf7 21 
Efl+ Wxfl+ 22 &xfl EHb8 F} 
19...Bxd6 20 WF3 Hf8 21 2e7 Wxc7 
22 2xf8 Axf8 —+) 18...2xd6 19 
G\xd6 Wxd6 20 &xe6 Exe6 21 
Wxb7 Wc6 F. 

i ere £6 

17...a5 18 Ha3!? 2d4+ 19 Ghi 
He5 20 Hb3 2g4 21 Wel with a 
promising game; Vaiser-Podvrsnik, 
Ptuj 1989. 

18 a5!? 

18 2h6 2d4+ 19 Phil a5 leads to 
an unclear position; Kupka-I.Zait- 
sev, Moscow-Prague 1968.__ 


158 Four Pawns Attack: 9..%e8 


18... Wd8 
19 &h6 Ph8 
20 d6 a6 (it’s still not too late to 
go wrong: 20...&xb2?! 21 Ha2 He5 
22 Re2 d4+ 23 DAxd4 cxd4 24 
Wxd4 and White’s chances are pref- 
erable; Vaiser-Akopian, Uzhgorod 
1988) 21 Ac7 2d4+ 22 Sh1 Ded 
and, according to the assessment of 
perhaps the leading exponent of the 
Four Pawns Attack, Vaiser, Black 
has sufficient compensation for the 
exchange. 


B22) 14 d6(D) 


ARR EK eS 
Blea] 7 bh 
a" ~ 
_ \ 


Bang SB. 
aware 


14 ... Wxb2 

Several other moves are possible: 

a) 14...8e6 and now: 

al) After 15 Sb5 Black should 
try the untested 15...@\bc6, which of- 
fers him reasonable prospects. White 
has more chances after 15...Abd7 
16 &xd7 Axd7 17 Dd5 Rxd5 (or 
17...2d4+ 18 Axd4 Rxd5 19 “FS 
+) 18 Wxd5 +. 

a2) After 15 Ad5 2xd5 16 Wxd5 
&\bd7, Blokh’s idea is to play 17 
Ead1!?. Note that 17 Axe5 Axe5 
(17...Bxe5 18 Wxf7+ @h8 19 Wxd7 


Exe5 20 Hadi Hd8 21 WE7 Wc6 22: 
2£3 Wd7 = Martin-Matulovi¢, Har- 
ingey 1989, is also sufficient) 18 d7 
Gxd7 19 Exf7 does not work be- 
cause of 19...We6!. 

a3) 15 @xeS5!? Rxe5 16 Ad5 
Wxb2 (16...2xd5? 17 Wxd5 2d4+ 
18 Bh1 Ef8 is bad because of 19 
Uxf7! +—; White has a clear advan-: 
tage in the endgame after 16...2d4+ 
17 Wxd4 cxd4 18 Axb6 axb6 19 
&b5 Ac6 20 a4 Peev-Vogt, Varna: 
1973) 17 Df6+ 2xf6 18 2xf6 with 
more than enough compensation. __, 

b) 14...Abd7 15 &b5!? (after 15: 
&\d5 Black must sacrifice the queen 
with 15 ...\Wxd6!? 16 Af6+ Wxf6 17 
2xf6 2xf6, on Nunn’s recommen- 
dation, with reasonable practical 
compensation, especially as _ the 
mundane 15...Wxb2 16 Hb1 Axf3+ 
17 &xf3 Wd4+ 18 Shi Hbs 19 
“e7+ Bh8 20 Axc8 favours White) 
15...He6 16 Re7 Axf3+ 17 Wxf3 
$2.d4+ 18 Ph1 De5 19 W4 2xc3 20 
Wh6! with a huge initiative. 

c) 14...0xf3+ 15 Rxf3 Sd4+ 
(the move 15...c4+!? deserves prac- 
tical tests, e.g. 16 @hl Wxb2 17 
G\d5 Wxal 18 Wxal 2xal 19 Exal 
&\d7 with an unclear game, whilst 
15...Wxb2!? 16 AdS Wd4+ 17 Ghl 
Wxal 18 Wxal &xal 19 Exal leads 
to a position which will be examined 
later) 16 @h1 Wxd6 17 2d5 and a 
seriously unpleasant time awaits 
Black, no matter how he continues, 
for example: 

cl) 17...8e6 18 &xb7 Ad7 19 
&xa8 Exa8 20 Abs Wbé6 (20... Wd5 
21 Axd4 cxd4 22 Wf3 Wxf3 23 


Bat} 25 24 Bed d3 25 Hd4 +) 21 
Q\xul4 cxd4 22 b3 R£5 KneZevicé- 
Vrapl, Dein 1976, and after the 
airnightforward 23 W£3 the position 
ia very difficult for Black. 

v2) 17...He6 18 Wf3 £5 19 Zael 
Ail] 20 Rxe6+ Sxe6 21 Wxb7 +- 
alncy has unpleasant consequences. 

d) 14...c4+ 15 Ghl Ad3 16 Rxd3 
nd3 17 Wxd3 2e6 18 Bacl Wa6 19 
Wxu6 bxa6 20 Hfd1 + Peev-Vukié, 
Kuptenberg Echt 1970. 

15 Dd5 ONxf3+ 

It is not easy for White to find 
grounds for hoping for an advantage 
utter 15... 2£5, forexample 16 ®e7+ 
(Blokh recommends 16 &c1!? ~, as 
14 Do7 Dbd7 17 M™xa8 Bxa8, with 
enough compensation for the ex- 
change, creates no problems for the 
wpposition) 16...2xe7 17 dxe7 Abc6 
(1)) and now: 


esse 
Yy % 
iva 
ae YG ZY CY, 


G 


ee 
soe 


We, anes YY 
by) 
# 


a) 18 @hl Be8 (18...0xf37! is 
weak: 19 &xf3 Wxal 20 Rxc6! 
Wxd1 21 Bxd1 +-— Ili¢-Sandié, Yu- 
yoslavia 1989) 19 Hcl transposes to 
ae ee 

b) 18 Wel?! h6 19 &h4 g5 20 
Si 3 Wxal 21 Wxal Axf3+ 22 Rxf3 
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&.xal 23 Hxal Axe7 Rechlis-Badea 
Takacs, Haifa 1989. White faces a 
tedious struggle for the draw. 

c) 18 Bcl He8 and now: 

cl) 19 Bxc5? Axf3+ 20 Rxf3 
Wd4+ and Black wins. 

c2) 19 @Dxe5?! Wxe5 20 Rb5 
$.e4!? (stronger than 20...2e6 21 
$.xc6 Wd4+22 2h1 bxc6 © Vaiser- 
Degraeve, Cappelle la Grande 1987) 
21 2h4 (or 21 Wb3 Rd5 22 Rc4 
Rxc4 23 Wxc4 Wd4+, and 21 Wd7 
Wd4+ 22 Wxd4 2xd4+ 23 @hi 
@g7 24 Hcel &d5 is similarly in- 
sufficient) 21...Wb2 22 We4 &2d4+ 
23 bhi £5 24 Bcd+ bg7 25 We3 
&\xe7 + Barsov-Marin, Budapest 
1990. 

c3) 19 hl h6 (19...Axe7 is also 
possible: 20 Axe5 Wxe5 21 2c4 
G\c6 22 Wb3 S2e6 23 Rxe6 Wxeb 24 
Wxb7 + Peev-Makropoulos, Greece 
1973, but the text move is more 
precise) 20 &h4 Axe7 21 Axe5 
(21 Bxc5?! D7c6 22 BbS5 Wxa2 23 
Exb7 “g4! + Goregliad-Byrne, New 
York 1988) 21...Wxe5 22 &b5 Ac6 
23 Hel Peev-Sikora, Moscow 1977, 
and now 23...%/b8 would have led to 
an unclear game. 

After the quiet developing move 
15...4bc6 prospects are unclear. 
White may continue 16 Hbl (16 
O\f6+!? SLxf6 17 S2xf6 is very inter- 
esting, and 17...2g4? is bad because 
of the elegant 18 Axe5! Rxe2 19 
G\g4! 2xe4 20 Wxg4 +) and now: 

a) 16...Axf3+ is bad: 17 &xf3 
Wd4+ (17...We5? is an even less at- 
tractive move: 18 Af6+ Rxf6 19 
SRxf6 Wxf6 20 Rxc6 RFS 21 Rxe8 
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11 Modern Lines after 7 Af3 


(A70) 


1 d4 Df6 2.c4.c5 35 e6 4 Dc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 96 
7 DB g7 

For a long time A70 was a theo- 
retical outcast — for example, ECO 
only gives it half a page — but nowa- 
days 2 of every 3 games in the Mod- 
ern Benoni relates to this chapter. 
The frequency with which this 
variation is used is due in the first 
place, of course, to the cunning 
move 8 h3!?, which to a certain de- 
gree has reduced the popularity of 
the whole opening. 

With the aim of avoiding this dan- 
gerous variation, Black sometimes 
plays 7...a6 8 a4 (8 S£4 b5 is A65) 
8...224 (D) when White has the fol- 
lowing possibilities: 


Y 
yy 


Ede hma 
a Ne 


Y “ G 
i ae vr 
hy, ee 


Yi, 


Z Gwe. k 


a) Black has no problems after 9 
h3 &xf3 10 Wxf3 $227 (or 10...Abd7 


11 Re2 Re7 120-0 0-0 13 RF4 We7 
14 Hfel Hae8 = Topalov-Franco, 
Elgoibar 1991) 11 $2d3 (chances are 
roughly equal after 11 ¢4 0-0 12 
$2.22 Abd7 13 Wg3 De8 14 0-0c4! 
= Douven-Antonio, Thessaloniki 
OL 1988) 11...abd7!? 12 Wd1 0-0 
13 0-0 Hc8 14 Hel c4 15 Rf1 He8 
16 2£4 De5 = Rao-Psakhis, Phila- 
delphia 1992. 

b) Black need not be scared by 9 
Se2 Rxf3!? (after the pointless 
9...5227 White seizes the initiative: 
10 @d2! Rxe2 11 Wxe2 Abd7 12 
G\c4 Ab6 13 e5! dxeS 14 Wxe5+ 
Sf8 15 Dxb6 Wxb6 16 0-0 + Ben- 
jamin-de Firmian, New York 1993) 
10 &xf3 Abd7 (in Mikhalevsky- 
Yudasin, Israel 1992, White did not 
manage to gain an advantage after 
10...2g7 11 0-0 0-0 12 e5!? dxe5 13 
$2.25 Abd7 14 a5! h6! 15 &h4 Bb8 
16 d6 g5 17 &g3 De8 ~) 110-027 
12 a5 (or 12 R£4 We7 13 eS dxe5 14 
d6 We6 15 Ad5 Axd5 16 Rxd5 Wf 
17 Rg3 Hb8 18 £4 e4! 19 Rxe4 0-0 
co Callego-Franco, Linares tt 1991) 
12...0-0 13 Ha4 (13 &d2 We7 14 
Eel ®e8 15 Ha3 Ac7 16 Bb3 Habs 
17 Re2 Bfe8 18 Sf1 b5 led to equal- 
ity in Arduman-Wojtkiewicz, Novi 
Sad OL 1990) 13...Ae8 14 Re2 Ac7 
15 Wc2 We7 16 Rd2 EHfb8! with a 


level position; Pinter-Psakhis, Paris 
1990), 

c) 9 Wb3!? Sxf3 (9...Wc7?! 10 
4\i2! +) 10 Wxb7 and now: 

cl) White has a small plus after 
\()...2bd7 11 gxf3 2g7 12 Web! 
Whb8 (or 12...0-0 13 Wxd6 “AhS5 14 
4!?) and now 13 a5! +, which is 
alronger than 13 $2xa67?! 0-0 14 Wb7 
(14 Re2 Ha5!) 14...He5 15 Wxb8 
(15 &e2 Wd8!?) 15...0xf3+ 16 Sf! 
Elxb8 17 Se2 @d4 and Black took 
ver the initiative in the game Dou- 
ven-Psakhis, Groningen 1993. 

c2) 10...axe4!? 11 Wxa8 S297 
12 exf3 Axc3 13 Re3 0-0 14 Ha3 
4\b1! with large and unclear compli- 
ciuions; Alvarez-Suba, Palma 1992. 

Returning to the position after 
1,,.$0.27 (D): 


XY UY; 
ad amare 
G 


Sg AG att : 
“a. i 5m 


There are three main systems un- 
ler discussion in this chapter: 

A) 8 ef4 

B) 8 Wa4+ 

C) 8h3 


Hicre are the other options: 
iu) 8 Dd2 Dbd7 (for 8...0-0 9 
ke2 Be8 10 0-0 see A77) 9 Dc4 
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G\b6 10 “e3 0-0 11 2d3 He8 (White 
has a small advantage after 11...0h5 
12 0-0 Wh4 13 g3 We7 14 Hel 2d7 
15 Af5!? £ Toth-Lobron, Biel 1992) 
12 0-0 Abd7 (12...2d7 13 a4.a6 14 
$.d2 Bb8 15a5 Dc8 16 Ac4 Rb5 
17 Hel + Ftaénik-Blodstein, Pardu- 
bice 1992) 13 a4 a6 14 f4 c4!? 15 
Rc2 (15 Axc4 AWc5 16 e5 dxe5 17 
fxe5 Axd5) 15...ac5 16 Wf3 Ab3! 
with mutual chances, according to 
Kapengut. 

b) 8 £2b5+ and now: 

bl) 8...£d7 is quite sufficient for 
equality, for example 9 2xd7+ (9 a4 
is not dangerous for Black: 9...0-0 10 
0-0 224 11 h3 Sxf3 12 Wxf3 Abd7 
13 Wd1 a6 14 2d3 He8 is equal; 
Stepak-Gofshtein, Israel Ch 1992) 
9...2\bxd7 10 0-0 0-0 11 S2£4 We7 
(or 11...Be8 12 Ad2 We5 13 We2 a6 
14 a4 Bc8 15 Rxe5 Hxe5 16 £4 He8 
17 Wf3 c4! with equality; Lakié- 
Andrijevic, Yugoslavia Ch 1991) 12 
G\d2 a6 13 a4 (13 Dc4!? We8 14 
Eel bS 15 ®aS with an attack, 
I.Sokolov) 13...Ae8!? (White has a 
small advantage after 13...0e5 14 
Phi Hab8 15 &g5! h6 16 Bh4 25 
17 £4! £ I.Sokolov-Tolnai, Dort- 
mund 1989) 14 Wc2 Eb8 15 a5 b5 
16 axb6 Exb6 17 “c4 Kb4 ~@ Petran- 
Palkovi, Hungarian Ch 1989. 

b2) 8..Abd79 2f4 (9 a4 0-0 10 
0-0 a6 11 S&e2 He8 = Forintos-Sax, 
Hungarian Ch 1981) 9...We7 100-0 
0-0 11 Hel “g4 and now both 12 
Rf1 DAde5 13 Axe5 Axe5 14 Wd2 
a6 15 Rg5 f6 16 Bh4 g5 17 Rg3 
(Gligori¢é-D.Gurevich, New York 
1988) 17...f5!7? and 12 2g5!? 2f6 
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13 S&xf6 Adxf6, Gligorié-Fedoro- 

wicz, New York 1988, lead to an 

unclear game with mutual chances. 
c) 8 2d3 (D) and now: 


XA owe X 
Bay, [Ba 
th 7/ 


“as ae 
Ubi 7 


‘ W 


ae 


cl) After 8...2¢4 9 Wa4+ Abd7 
10 @d2 0-0 11 We2 (11 0-0 DeS 12 
&b1 g5!? =Smyslov-Tatai, Las Pal- 
mas 1973) 11...He5 12 h3 Rd7 (or 
12...Axd3+ 13 Wxd3 2d7 14 Dc4 
We7 15 a4 +) 13 Re2 g5 14 a4 He8 
15 “fl White has a small advantage. 

c2) 8...0-0 9 0-0 (for 9 h3! see 8 
h3 0-0 9 2d3) 9...Rg4! (to avoid 
this, White can also play h3 on move 
8 or 9; White has a more promising 
position after 9...2\a6 10 h3 @c7 11 
Kel Hb8 12 a4) 10h3 Rxf3 11 Wxf3 
a6 12 a4 Wbd7: 

c21) The position is dead level 
after 13 S2f4 We7 (13...He8!? 14 
Wg3 De5 also deserves attention) 14 
We2 EHfe8 15 Rh2 Hac8 16 Sc4 
G\e5 = Donner-Tal, Zurich 1959. 

c22) 13 We2 He8 14 Rf4 (the 
thoughtless 14 £4?! places the initia- 
tive in Black’s hands after 14...c4! 15 
Reo2{15 Rxc4 Axe4! 16 Axe4 £5} 
15...&c8 16 a5 Ac5 17 WE3 DAfd7 18 
Kel Ad3! 19 2xd3 cxd3 20 Wxd3 


G\c5 21 Wo2 Wh4 + Friedersdorff- 
Pekarek, Dortmund 1992) 14...c4! 
15 Sc2 (15 Rxc4 Axed 16 Axed f5 
=) 15...Ac5 16 Efel (the pawn is 
again unassailable: 16 Wxc4 Bc8 17 
Wb4 a5! 18 Wa3 Dfxe4 19 Dxe4 
&\xe4 20 Rxe4 Exe4 21 Rxd6 Hd4 
22 Had1 Wf6 is equal, according to 
Polugaevsky) 16...&c8 = Smyslov- 
Polugaevsky, Petropolis IZ 1973. 

c23) 13 Wd1 and now: 

c231) White has amore pleasant 
position after 13...Ae8 14 Hel Ac7 
15 a5 Bb8 16 S2d2 b5 17 axb6 “xb6 
18 We2! c4 19 Rf1 + Tukmakov- 
Lukov, Palma GMA 1989. 

c232) 13...Wc7 14 Hel c4 15 
c2! (better than 15 Rf1?! Ac5 16 
Rxc4 Acxe4 17 Axe4 Wxc4 and 
now 18 “xd6? is bad because of 
18...Wb4 and Black wins — Tukma- 
kov) 15...Bab8 16 a5 = Tukmakov- 
D.Gurevich, Moscow GMA 1989. 

c233) 13...he8 14 Hel Bc8 de- 
serves attention, for example 15 2e3 
(Black should fear neither 15 Sc4 
GDe5 16 Rfl c4 17 Re3 Ded7 18 
Wce2 Ac5 with equality; Kozul- 
Damljanovic¢, Cetinje tt 1990, nor 15 
Rf40416 Rl Ac5 17 Wc2 We7 18 
Ead1 Afd7 19 Rxc4 ADxa4 20 
Wxa4 Db6 21 Wb4 Axc4 22 Hcl 
Wd7! = Tukmakov-Wedberg, New 
York 1990, and everything is also 
fine for him after 15 a5 c4 16 &c2 
Bc5!7 17 R£4 Novikov-Velimirovié¢, 
Kusadasi 1990, and now 17...@e5!? 
with an unclear game, deserves at- 
tention) 15...WaS 16 &d2 (or 16 
Wd2 De5 17 Rf1 hS 18 £3 Wed7 = 
Haik-I.Sokolov, Rilton Cup 1987) 


16...c4 17 2c2 Ac5 18 Gh Wd8 19 
S¢5 b5! 20 axb5 axb5 21 &)xb5 
Wcxe4 22 S2xe4 Bxe4 23 Wf3 We8! 
= Kharlov-Semeniuk, Khabarovsk 
1990. 

c234) 13...8c8 14 Hel c4 15 Rf1 
EKe8 16 2f£4 Dc5!? 17 Wce2 Db3 18 
Ead1 Wc7 = Granda-Hulak, Zagreb 
IZ 1987. 


A) 8 &f4 0-0 


9 4d2(D) 


Do S\g4 


a) 9...We7 10 Re2 Abd7 11 0-0 
GNe5 12 Kel a6 13 a4 Dfd7 14 Rg3 
g5!? 15 fl! with a small advan- 
tage; Zsu.Polgar-Winants, Brussels 
tt 1987. 

b) 9...Ne8 10 Re2 f5 11 exf5 
Sxf5 12 0-0 Ad7 13 Ac4 Db6 14 
GYe3 2c2!? 15 Wxc2 Exf4 16 g3 
Efs 17 a4 + Sahovié-de Firmian, 
Bor 1984. 

c) 9...4a67! 10 Re2 Bb8 11 Ac4 
Ge8 12 Ab5 Dac7 (12...£5 13 0-0 
fxe4 14 2g3 +) 13 Abxd6 Dxd6 14 
S.xd6 He8 15 Wd3! b6! (15...b5 16 
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Wg3! bxc4 17 Rxc7 We7 18 Rxb8 
Wxe4 19 We3 Wxe3 20 fxe3 R2xb2 
21 Sf2 +— Yusupov) 16 0-0 with an 
obvious advantage; Yusupov-Maus, 
Hamburg 1991. 

d) 9...b6 10 a4 Wa6 (10...82a6 11 
Rxa6 Axa6 12 Wc4) 11 e2 Ab4 
12 0-0 He8 13 h3 Sa6 14 Rxa6 
&\xa6 15 Wf3 £ Lputian-Vaiser, Ber- 
lin 1982. 

e) 9...Ah5 10 Re3 Dd7 11 Re2 
Ge5 (White has a more promising 
position after 11...Ahf6 12 0-0 We7 
13 Hel De8 14 Ac4 b6 15 Wa2, Sa- 
hovié-Hort, Metz 1984, or 11...s2d4 
12 Ac4 Rxe3 13 Axe3 Dg7 14 0-0 
We7 15 Wd2 a6 16 a4 f5 17 exf5 
exf5 18 Bfel AeS 19 £4 Ag6 20 
G\c4, Sahovié-Velimirovié, Budva 
1986) 12 £4!9 (or 12 0-0 Wh4 13 
G£3!9 Axf3+ 14 2xf3 He8 15 Hel 
a6 16 Wd2! + Tukmakov-Lau, Plov- 
div Echt 1983) 12...Ag4 13 &xg4 
Wh4+ 14 g3 Wxe4 15 Wxe4 2xe4 
16 h3 $2d7 17 g4 Rxc3 (17...Df6 18 
&\c4 Be8 19 a4!+) 18 bxc3 Af6 19 
Sf2 Hfe8 20 Sf3 + Reshevsky- 
Griinfeld, Lugano 1987. 

f) 9...$2.¢47! 10 £3! DhS (the re- 
treat 10...2c8 may be relatively 
best) 11 fxg4! Dxf4 12 93 £5 13 gxf5 
gxf5 14 We2! fxe4 15 Acxe4 Ag6 
16 0-0-0 Ad7 17 h4 + Eingorn- 
J.Horvath, Sochi 1985. 

g) 9...Be8 10 S&e2 b6 11 0-0 2a6 
12 h3!? We7 13 2b5!? @fd7 (or 
13...2xb5 14 Axb5 Dxe4? 15 Hel) 
14 a4 + Raicevic-Murshed, Subotica 
1984. 

h) 9...a6 10 a4 “gd (White’s posi- 
tion is more pleasant after 10...0e8 
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11 Se2 Ad7 12 0-0 Bb8 13 Shi 
Ge5 14 2g3, as in Vuki¢é-Garcia 
Gonzalez, Banja Luka 1979, whilst 
10...0h5 11 Re3 Ad7 {11...52d4 12 
Gc4 2xe3 13 Axe3 Ad7 14 g3 Hb8 
15 a5 gives White an edge; Bukic- 
Velimirovié, Belgrade 1977} 12 Se2 
is examined under A72) 11 %e2 DeS 
(11..f5 12 2xg4 fxe4 13 2g3 witha 
minimal advantage) 12 0-0 f5 13 
exf5 2xf5 14 &e3 Wh4 = Szym- 
czak-Prudnikova, Naleczow 1989. 
10 Se2 

After the careless 10 c4? Black 
quickly gains an advantage by play- 
ing 10...8d4 11 2g3 £5! 12 h3 f4! 
13 hxg4 fxg3 14 £3 Bf2+ 15 bd2 a6 
16 a4 Wf6 17 Sc2 Ad7 F Stankovié- 
Andrijevic, Yugoslav Ch 1991. 

10 ... De5 
10...£57! 11 &2xg4 fxg4 12 Rg 
favours White. 
11 2e3!? 

White’s attempts to gain an ad- 
vantage are not crowned with suc- 
cess after 11 0-Of5 12 exf5 (or 12 g3 
Ga6 13 AF3 Axf3+ 14 Rxf3 g5! 15 
§.d2 £4 was level in Lputian-Roman- 
ishin, Moscow 1987) 12...2xf5 13 
$2.23 a6 14 a4 We7 15 Dde4 DE7 16 
Ecol Ad7 17 b4 c4! 18 a5 Hac8 19 
&\d2 b5! with advantage for Black; 
Polugaevsky-Agzamov, Moscow tt 
1983, or 11 &g3 £5 12 £4 DF7 13 
0-0 a6 14 a4 fxe4 15 Adxe4 BF5 16 
& £2 He8 17 Ad2 h5!7 18 Af3 Ad7 
19 “h4 Ah6, as in Eingorn-Pigusov, 
Kharkov 1985. 

| ere f5 
12 f4 
13 0-0 


14 exfS!? 
14 Shi He8 15 2g1 Ac7 only 
leads to equality; Aleksandria-Pigu- 
sov, Pula 1988. 


14 ... Sxf5 
15 g4 £.d7 
16 “de4 


White’s position is slightly better. 


B) 8 Wa4+ 2d7 
9 Wb3 


9 Wec2 is not too dangerous for 
Black, for example 9...0-0 10 &f4 
We7 11 &e2 He8 12 Ad2 b5 Her- 
zog-Klinger, Zug 1985, and Black 
should not fear 13 “xb5 because 
of 13...Axe4 14.0-0(14 Axe4 2xb5 
15 &2xb5 Wxe4+ 16 Wxe4 Hxe4+ 17 
Re3 Rxb2 18 Hb1 Hb4 is also 
good for Black) 14...A\xd2 15 Wxd2 
Wxe2 16 Wxe2 Hxe2 17 “c7 Da6! 
18 Axa6 &xb2 with an advantage to 
Black, Klinger. 

D> ses We7 
10 2f4 0-0 (D) 


xa ey 

) We Ags 

“i AG 7 
Yj 


11 @d2!? 
Undoubtedly the most dangerous : 
move for Black. Other ideas: 


a) 1leS: 

al) 11...dxe5 (bad) 12 2xe5 He8 
13 0-0-0! (White has real problems 
nfter 13 2e2 c4!? 14 &xc7 cxb3 15 
Me5!? {15 axb3 HWe4 16 Bcl a6} 
15...b5! {15...02¢497 16 Axd7 Axd7 
17 axb3 + Agdestein-Wedberg, Oslo 
1984} 16 Ad3 a6 17 RaS RES F 
Agdestein) 13...\Wc8 14 2c4 R£5 
(14...$224 doesn’t help either: 15 d6 
Rxf3 16 Rxf6 Bxdl 17 Mxf7+ 
bh8 18 2xg7+ dxg7 19 Bxdl BFE 
20 Se6 Ad7 21 Ad5 + Kapengut) 
15 S2.xf6! 2xf6 16 d6 with a big ad- 
vantage. 

a2) 11...Be8 leads to an interest- 
ing game: 12 0-0-0 @h5 13 exd6 
Wa5 14 2d2 Da6 15 a3 Habs 16 
4\b5 Wb 6 with an attack; Ubilava- 
Basin, Tbilisi 1983, or 12 &e2 AhS 
13 2e3 dxe5 14 0-0 Wb6 ~ S.Gar- 
cia- Kasparov, Baku 1980. 

a3) 11...0h5!? (probably best) 
12 exd6 He8+ 13 Re3 (but not 13 
Re2? Bxc3+! 14 Wxc3 Hxe2+ 15 
@xe2 “xf4+ and Black wins — Kas- 
parov) 13...Wa5S 14 A®d2 (14 Re2 b5 
15 0-0 c4 16 Wc2 b4 17 De4 2F5 
with initiative, Hardicsay) 14...£5 15 
g3! with chances for both sides. 

b) 11 2&d3 a6 (Black has no 
grounds for complaint at the out- 
come of the opening after 11...2a6!? 
12 0-0 Ah5 13 Re3 Habs 14 Hfel 
Efc8!? 15 2c4 2g4) 12. a4 DhS 13 
Re3 224 14 Ad2 Dd7!? 15 h3 (or 
15 £3 HeS 16 Re2 Vd7 17 f4 Dg 
18 &xg4 Q2xe4 19 h3 2d7 with an 
unclear game) 15...Ae5 16 f1! 
Rd7 17 £4 Dg3 18 fxe5 Axh1 19 
exd6 Wxd6 © Kapengut. 
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c) 11 2e2 (D) and now: 


cl) It’s not so simple for White to 
gain an advantage after 11...a6, for 
example 12 e5!? (after 12 a4 Ah5 13 
Re3 2e4 14 h3 Qxf3 15 Rxf3 
G\d7!? 16 0-0 Dhf6 a position arises 
which was examined in the notes to 
11...Ah5) 12...0h5 (if 12...dxe5 13 
&xe5 Wc8, 14 2xf6! {14 0-Ois not 
so clear: 14...2g4 15 h3 &xf3 16 
&.xf3 Abd7 17 &d6 He8 18 a4 De5 
19 2xe5 Bxe5 20 Had1 Hb8 21 d6 
b5! 22 axb5 axb5 and Black holds 
the position; Portisch-Fischer, Palma 
de Mallorca IZ 1970} 14...2xf6 15 
BNe4 227 16 Hcl BF5 17 Ad6! Wd7 
18 Axf5 Wxf5 19 0-0 Ad7 20 2d3 
Wf6 21 Wxb7 with an obvious ad- 
vantage, Kapengut) 13 exd6 Wa5!? 
14 2d2Wb4 15 Wxb4 cxb4 16 Ad1 
a5 17 a3 Da6 ~ Kapengut. 

c2) 11...Ah5 12 2e3 2g4 (after 
12...2a6 13 Dd2 £5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 
&.xh5 £4 16 0-0 fxe3 17 fxe3 White 
has a distinct advantage, while 
12...a6 13 0-0!7 {13 Ad2 b5 13 0-0 
Ea7!? 15 Hacl Hb7 16 Bfel Df6 17 
h3 He8 = Ribli-Ljubojevi¢, Tilburg 
1984) 13...b5 14 a4 b4 { 14...bxa4!? 
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15 Dxa4 Ha7) 15 Abl Rg4 16 
G\bd2 restricts White ‘to a slight 
plus; Sosonko-Vasiukov, Reykjavik 
1980) 13 h3 S&xf3 14 Rxf3 Dd7 (af- 
ter 14...2f6?! White can make a 
breakthrough in the centre by 15 e5! 
dxe5 16 d6 Wxd6 17 Hd1 We7 18 
Wxb7 Dbd7 19 Ad5! Axd5 20 
Exd5 + Hjartarson-Sigurjonsson, 
Reykjavik 1984) 15 &xh5!? (or 15 
0-0 Ahf6 16 Ab5S!? Wb8 17 RF4 
Ge8 18 a4 a6 19 Da3 We7 20 Re2 
Eb8 21 Wc2 with a small advantage; 
Gon.Garcia-Velimirovic, Moscow 
IZ 1982) 15...gxh5 16 Wc2!? Hfe8 
17 0-0 with a slight advantage for 
White; Gaprindashvili-Litinskaya, 
Vilnius 1983. 

c3) If 11...2g4, then 12 0-0.a6 13 
e5!?1s possible, with the initiative. 

c4) 11...b5 and it 1s difficult for 
White to gain an advantage: 

c41) 12 AxbS Rxb5 13 Rxb5 
&\xe4 140-0 Ad7 15 Wa4!? Aef6 16 
Rxd7 @Axd7 17 Wc6!? Wxc6 18 
dxc6 Ae5 19 Had1 Bfc8 = Zaichik- 
Panczyk, Polanica Zdroj 1984. 

c42) 12 e5 DhS! 13 exd6 Was5 14 
&d2 (Black has the initiative after 14 
Re3 c4 15 Wdl b4 16 De4 He8! 17 
GNed2 c3) 14...Be8 (14...b4 leads to 
unclear complications: 15 @d1 He8 
16.24 Rc8 17 Re3 a6 18 Rc4 He4 
19 Ad2 Rxc4 20 Axc4 Wa6 21 Bel 
&\f4 Agzamov-Magerramov, Chel- 
iabinsk 1981) 15 @d1 Wb6 with 
compensation; Zaid-Gofshtein, Kiev 
1977. 

c43) 12 d2c4 13 Wb4 a6 14 
Wxd6 Wb7, Hardicsay, should not 
scare Black. 


c44) 12 &xb5 Axe4 13 Axe4 
Wa5+ 14 &d2 (14 Afd2 cannot help 
White: 14...2xb5 15 Axd6 Ra6 16 
0-0-0 Ad7 17 A2c4 Wd8 offers ex- 
cellent compensation, whilst 14 @c3 
S&xb5 15 0-0-0 &xc3 16 Wxc3 
Wxc3+ 17 bxc3 Hd8 leads to equal- 
ity) 14...Wxb5 15 Wxb5 Rxb5 16 
Gxd6 2d3!? 17 0-0-0 (17 &c3 
Rxc3+ 18 bxc3 Hd8) 17...Aa6 18 
Se3 c4 and Black is at least equal. 

Returning to the position after 11 


§\d2 (D): 


x” i, Me] 
awe] s@a 
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WEN Yj iz 
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it Gee &Nh5 
White has a significant advantage 
after both 11...He8 12 Be2 b5 13 
Rxb5 Axe4 14 Acxe4 f5 15 0-0 
fxe4 16 Hael Bronstein-Kopylov, 
Erevan 1981, and 11...Ag4 12 Ac4! 
Ge5 13 @xe5 dxe5 14 Re3 (Nunn). 
12 Re3 fS 
In Kasparov-Wahls, Frankfurt 
sim 1986, the World Champion ex- 
posed the weakness of 12...2d47!: 
13 Re2! Rxe3 14 fxe3 Ag7 15 0-0 
a6 16 e5! dxe5 17 Ace4 b5 18 Kacl 
c4 19 Af6+ Ph8 20 Wh4 with a 
large advantage. 
13. exf5 
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14 Re2 KRe8 

White has a large advantage, with 
1 complications, after 14...0a6 15 
&xhS £4 16 0-0 fxe3 17 fxe3 RES 18 
04 Rd7 19 Qe2 +. 

On the other hand, enormous 
vomplications, also favourable for 
White, arise after 14...£47! 15 2xc5! 
(1)): 
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a) 15..Ha6 16 2a3 (but not 16 
hd4 &xd4 17 Rxh5 £3!2 18 Axf3 
Q\c5 19 Wc4 &xc3+ 20 bxc3?! Bf4! 
21 Dd4 b5 and Black wields the in- 
itiative; Vera-Huerta, Havana 1985) 
16..Hae8 (16..£3 is of approxi- 
mately equal value, for example 17 
hxf3 Exf3 18 gxf3 Af4 19 Dce4! 
Ec8 20 0-0 Re5 21 Phil + Starck- 
Iinders, E.Germany 1985) 17 @ce4 
O\(6 18 S&xd6! Wa5 19 Ac3 Bxe2+ 
(19...2e47! 20 Adxe4 Hxe4 21 0-0 
hxc3 22 Rxa6 Wxa6 23 Rxf8 +- 
Malaniuk-Norwood, Lvov 1986) 20 
bxe2 He8+ 21 Sfl £5 22 Sgl and 
White was winning in Schiissler-Fe- 
dorowicz, USA-Nordic 1986. 

b) 15...£3 16 &xf3 and now: 

bl) 16...xc5 may be the lesser 
evil, but 17 Ade4! (17 Ace4? Bxf3!! 
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18 Wxf3 Wxd5 19 g4 We6 20 gxh5 
d5 gives Black an advantage; Peri¢- 
Klinger, Lugano 1985) 17...&xc3+ 
18 bxc3 He8 19 0-0 Wc7 20 fel 
Exe4 21 Exe4 Bellén-Klinger, Ha- 
vana 1985, cannot cheer Black up. 

b2) 16...Axf3 17 gxf3! (but not 
17 Dxf3 Wxc5 18 0-0 Wb6 19 We2 
Wd8 Legky-Dolmatov, USSR 1983 
with an unclear game) 17...Wxc5 18 
Wxb7 Sxc3 (or 18...0f4 19 Wxa8 
G\d3+ 20 Se2 Af4+ 21 Sdl xc3 
22 Wxb8+ Sf7 23 bxc3 Ra4+ 24 
G\b3 Wxd5+ 25 &c2 Wf5+ 26 Sb2 
G\d3+ 27 &a3 2xb3 28 Wxa7+ 
Korchnoi, and White’s attack is re- 
pulsed, although his massive mater- 
ial advantage remains) 19 bxc3 @f4 
(19...Wxc3 20 0-0! cannot save him, 
and Black loses after both 20...£h3 
21 Ph1 Rxfl 22 Exfl Wxd2 23 
Wc8+ Sf7 24 Web+ Sf8 25 Kel + 
Van der Sterren-Pokojowczyk, Co- 
penhagen 1984, and 20...A0f4 21 
Ph1 2h3 22 Kg1+ 292+23 Exg2+ 
G\xe2 24 Bgl Wxd2 25 Exg2+ +-) 
and now in Korchnoi-Nunn, London 
1984, the master’s hand faltered at 
the moment when he only had to 
reap the harvest of his brilliant play: 
20 Hgi+? &f7 21 Ded Wxd5 22 
Wxd5+ @xd5 23 Hd1 and Black got 
off with a little fright. Instead 20 
Wxa8! Ad3+ 21 Se2 Wxf2+ 22 
Bxd3 Bf5+ 23 Bcd We5+ 24 Sb3 
Wb5+ 25 &a3 wins (Korchnoi). 

15 Af3 

The knight is keeping an eye on 
e6; Black’s problems would be sim- 
pler after 15 0-0 a6, when he main- 
tains equality after both 16 &xh5 
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d) 9...0a6 10 0-0 @c7 (10...Ab4 
11 2c4! He8 12 Hel Hb8 13 RF4 
Gh5 14 &h2, San Segundo-Cortes, 
Zaragoza 1992, and Black’s knight 
turns out to be misplaced, making 
White’s advantage obvious) 11 Hel 
(White also has a slight advantage 
after 11 a4 a6 12 Rge5 h6 13 Re3 
EHe8 14 Wd2 @h7 15 Habl b5 16 
axb5 @xb5 17 @xb5 axb5 18 e5! 
dxe5 19 &xb5, Sarno-Suba, Rome 
1990) and Black has a choice (D): 
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dl) 11...Be8 12 a4 b6 (for 12...a6 
see 11...a6) 13 S£4 DhS 14 Rg5 
R£6!9 (14..Wd7 15 Wd2 2b7? 16 
24! “£6 17 Wf4 +— Bonsch-Molnar, 
Szekszard 1989) 15 Se3. 

d2) White has an easy game after 
11...0d7 12 R£4 We7 13 Wd2 Hb8 
1404 a6 15 Qf1 £6 16 Kabl! De5 17 
GYxe5 fxe5 18 Rg5 We8 19 b4 + 
Magerramov-Garrido, Nimes 1991. 

d3) 11...8b8 12 a4 b6(12...0a6 
13 RE4 Db4 14 Bc4! b6 15 e5 dxe5 
16 Axe5 + Orlov-Bilunov, Podolsk 
1989) 12...b6 13 &g5!7 h6 14 2f4 
a6 15 Wd2 g5 16 &h2 2b7 17 Had1 
He8 18 e5! + Piket-Martinovi¢, Gron- 
ingen 1989. 


d4) 11...a6 12 a4 (Black has no 
problems after 12 8&£47! b5 13 a3 
S.b7 14 Wd2 He8 15 b4 cxb4 16 
axb4 Hc8 17 &h6 Rh8 18 Re3 
4)a8! = Tukmakov-Kovalev, Sim- 
feropol 1988) and now Black has 
two rook moves, leading to roughly 
similar situations: 

d41) 12...Be8 13 &£4 Hb8 (or 
13...b6 14 Wd2 &b7 15 Hab1 b5 16 
b4 c4 17 S2c2 Wd7 18 Ad4 + Khuz- 
man-Galego, Benasque 1993, and 
similarly 13...0h5 14 @h2 Sh6!? 
15 e5 Rf4 16 Rxf4 Axf4 17 Vfl 
gives an advantage; Goldin-Nun, 
Sochi 1989) 14 Hb1!? b5 15 axb5 
G\xb5 16 &c4! Ad4 17 Wd3 Wc7 18 
“\d2 + Abrukh-Gufeld, Moscow 
Tal mem 1992. 

d42) 12...2b8 13 &f1!? (Black is 
in great difficulties after 13 %&g5!? 
h6 14 &f4 b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 Wd2 
b4 17 a4 g5 18 Rh2 He8 19 eS! 
dxe5 20 d6 + Makarov-Efimov, 
USSR 1988) 13...He8 (or 13...b5 14 
e5 dxe5 15 Axe5 Rb7 16 d6 Acd5 
17 axb5 @xc3 18 bxc3 axb5 19 
$2.25! h620 2xf6 Rxf6 21 Rxb5 
S.xg2 22 &xg2 Exb5 23 Wd5! + 
Krasenkov-Moskalenko, Moscow 
1992) 14 Rf4!? bS5 15 e5 dxe5 16 
&\xe5 + Browne-Fink, Las Vegas 
1993. 

This gives the impression that 
9...4)a6 leaves Black with more than 
a few problems. 
Cl) 2D 3 Ke8 

10 0-0(D) 

Black has greater chances to 

equalize after 10 &g5, for example 


10...c4 (10...h6 11 S2e3 c4 12 Bc2 
b5 13.a3 a5 14 Axb5 Dxe4 15 0-04 
lbragimov-Bosboom, Khania 1993) 
[1 2c2 b5 12 a3 Bd7 (12...Ha6 13 
()-0 “c5 14 Kel Wh6 15 Wd2 a5, 
RKogozenko-Marin, Bucharest 1993, 
16 %e3!2 £) 13 0-0.a5 14 Ad4 Hab 
15 Adxb5 Rxb5 16 AxbS Wh6 17 
S\c3 Wxb2 18 2d2 (Rogozenko- 
Marin, Odorheiu Secuiesc 1993) and 
18...Wb8!7 19 Bb1 Wd8 20 a4 He7 
21 2c6 EHb8 22 We2 “Ac5 would 
have been unclear. 
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10 ... c4 

It is not easy for Black to neutral- 
ize his opponent’s initiative after the 
continuation 10...8d7 11 Hel b5 12 
3!7 c4 (12...b4?! 13 axb4 cxb4 14 
G\a2) 13 $2c2!? (but not 13 21?! 
G\a6 14 B£4 Ac5 @ Stajéic-Lobron, 
Vienna 1991) 13...2a6 14 S&e3 Wce7 
15 Wd2 Ac5 16 2d4 a5 17 eS! 
Epishin-Izeta, Dos Hermanas 1993. 

At this point White must make a 
choice: 

C11) 11 2c2 

C12) 11 &xc4 


C11) 11 2c2 bS!? 
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Or: 

a) White has a more promising 
position after 11...Aa6: 

al) 12 &e3!? S2d7 (12...ab4 13 
GNd2! Dxc2 14 Wxc2 Rd7 15 Axc4 
We7 16 2£4 Axe4 17 Efel Sxc3 18 
bxc3 25 19 Axd6 Axd6 20 Exe7 
Rxc2 21 2xd6 Hed8 22 Bf4 Bxd5 
23 Hxb7 + Bagirov-Vasiukov, Mos- 
cow 1991) 13 a3!7 Bc8 14 2d4 Wc5 
15 e5!? (Black’s problems are sim- 
pler after 15 Hel DhS 16 2xg7 
Yxg7 17 e5 DF4!? 18 exd6 Bxel+ 
19 Wxel Wf6 = J.Horvath-Tolnai, 
Budapest 1992) 15...dxe5 16 Axe5 
b5 17 Wf3 + Kishnev-Moskalenko, 
Budapest 1991. 

a2) 12 Hel Wc5 13 Bf4 b5!? 
(13...Wb6?! 14 Bbl Dfd7 15 Dd2 
Wa6 16 a4 + Dautov-Dinstuhl, Ger- 
many 1992) 14 a3 Wb6 15 Wd2 a5 
16 2h6 Gh8 17 Re3! +. 

b) Black’s defence is not easy af- 
ter 11...2d7 12 2f4 Wb6 13 Hbl 
&\a6 14 b4! (14 e5 is reasonable, for 
example 14...dxe5 15 Axe5 Hac8 16 
d6! Db8! {16...2£87 17 AdS!} 17 
W£3 with strong pressure; Fishbein- 
Larsen, New York 1990) 14...cxb3 
15 Exb3 Wc7 16 @Ad4 Had8 17 
Gdb5 &xb5 18 Axb5 We7 19 He3 + 
Azmaiparashvili-Ljubojevi¢c, Gron- 
ingen PCA 1993. 

12 a3 

White has no hint of an advantage 
after 12 Hel b4 13 AbS Wh6 14 
&\xd6 Wxd6 15 e5 Wd8 16 &¢5 
G\bd7 17 $2.a4 h6! = Browne-Wed- 
berg, St Martin 1991. 

12 4)xbS leads to huge complica- 
tions after 12...Axe4 13 Hel (or 13 


174. Modern Lines after 7 Df3 


Rxe4 Hxe4 14 Hel Hxel+ 15 Wxel 
“\d7 16 DAxd6 Af6 17 Axc4 Wxd5 
18 Dce5 &b7 Lputian- Velimirovié, 
Yugoslavia tt 1991) and now (D): 
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a) 13...2a6!? 14 a4! 2xb5 15 
axb5 @c5 16 Ad2!? (or 16 Bxe8+ 
Wxe8 17 b6 a6 18 RE4 Wb5 19 
Rxd6 Wxb6 20 Be5 Rxe5 21 AxeS 
Wxb2 22 Axc4 W6 = Stohl-Wed- 
berg, Gausdal 1991) 16...Bxel+ 17 
Wxel c3 18 bxc3 &xc3 19 Ha3 Bb4 
20 He3 Abd7 21 We2!? Ab6 with 
chances for both sides, Dreev- Wed- 
berg, New York 1991. 

b) The other interesting possi- 
bility runs 13...0xf2!? 14 Bxe8+ (or 
14 &xf2!? Exel 15 Wxel Wb6+ 16 
Qbd4 $xd4+ 17 Axd4 Wxd4+ 18 
We3 Wxe3+ 19 Sxe3 Ad7 20 Sd4 
Ge5 21 b3 cxb3 22 axb3 RadoSevicé- 
Velimirovi¢, Belgrade 1993 and, de- 
spite the extra pawn, I would prefer 
to be White) 14...Wxe8 15 %c7! 
We7 16 Wel Wxc7 17 We8+ 2f8 18 
Rh6 Axh3+! (18...0d7 19 G\g5 +—) 
19 gxh3 Wce5+ 20 Ph1! (but not 20 
Sf1? Rxh3+ 21 Se2 Magerramov- 
Totsky, Moscow 1991, and Black 
would have won after 21...Wc8! —+) 


20...0d7 21 AgS Wxd5+ 22 Re4 
Rb7! 23 Wxd7 Rxh6 24 Rxd5 
&xd5+ with a complicated game. 
12 «4. a6 

White has a small advantage after 
12...2d7 13 Hel Da6 14 Re3!? 
Wb8 15 2d4 b4 16 axb4 Axb4 17 
Rbl a5 18 Wd2 + Gonzalez-Andres, 
Capablanca mem 1991, or 12...A\a6 
13 S25 Ac5 (13...b4 14 axb4 Axb4 
15 S&b1 a5 16 Wd2 +) 14 Hel Wb6 
15 Wd2 a5 16 e5!? dxe5 17 AxeS5 t 
Rogozenko-Marin, Bucharest 1993. 


13 Hel &4\bd7 
14 Re3 2b7 
15 Wd2 Ec8 
16 Hadi “e5 
17 2g5 Who 


Chernin-Hulak, Marseille 1990. 
White’s position is somewhat more 
active, but Black cannot complain at 
the outcome of the opening either. 


&)xe4 
Exed (D) 


C12) 11 Rxc4 
12 Dxed4 


ca 
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13 Rg5 
After 13 2d3 He8 14 2g5 the 
move 14...&6!? transposes back'to 
the main line, although 14...Wa5!? is 


not bad either, e.g. 15 Hel S2d7 16 
Exe8+ S&xe8 17 Wel Wxel+ 18 
Exel Ad7 = Ribli-Gschnitzer, Bun- 
desliga 1991, and in the event of 
14...Wb6 White’s position is prefer- 
able: 15 Hel 2d7 16 Bxe8+ Rxe8 
17 Hcl Ad7 18 b3 De5 19 Re2 
xf3+ 20 Rxf3 2d4 21 Wd2 + 
Epishin-Haist, Baden-Baden 1990. 
1 iS eee Rf6!? 
13...Wb6 14 Ad2! He8 15 Hel 
Hxel+ 16 Wxel 2d7 17 Ded is 
good for White; Junge-Gschnitzer, 
Bad Worishofen 1991. 
14 2d3 
15 Wd2 
It is easier for Black to equalize 
after 15 Wa4 DAd7 16 Wh4 a6!? 
(16...2xg5?! 17 AxgsS Af6 18 £4! 
@e7 19 £5 with initiative; Gallego- 
Zeléi¢, San Sebastian 1991) 17 Efel 
Exel+ 18 Exel b5 19 He4 &b7 20 


Xe8 


f4 Sg7! = P.Cramling-Wedberg, 
Stockholm 1990. 
15... Qxg5 


Or 15...0d7 16 Bfel DeS 17 
Rxf6 Wxf6 18 AxeS dxe5 19 Wc3 
Wd6 20 2b5 He7 21 Wa3! with an 
advantage; Wells-Tolnai, Balaton- 
bereny 1992. 

16 Axg5 h6 
17 ®f3 

Norwood suggests the promising 

sacrificial idea 17 “xf7!?. 


17... @p7 

18 fel Exel+ 
19 Xxel “\d7 

20 ed! 


With a minimal advantage to 
White; Bischoff-Cu.Hansen, Ham- 
burg 1991. 
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C2) 9... a6 
10 a4 
It is not easy for Black to equalize 
after 10 0-0, allowing 10...b5 (D), 
but it seems to me that Black’s 
chances are reasonable: 
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a) After 11 Hel Black should 
probably continue 11...%e8 12 Wc2 
(12 S£4!7) 12...Abd7, as after 
11...Abd7 12 a4 b4 (12...c4 13 Rf 
is good for White) 13 @bl a5 14 
“\bd2 Ab6 15 Ha2!? Ra6 16 Rxab 
Exa6 17 b3 Psakhis-Spraggett, Bar- 
celona European Cup 1993, White’s 
position is more pleasant. 

b) You also see 11 a3: 

b1) 11...Abd7 is not bad for 
Black: 12 2£4 We7 (12...c4!? 13 
Rc2 We7 14 Wd2 He8 15 Ad4 Ac5 
16 Kael S2d7 = Vladimirov-Franco, 
Marchena 1989) 13 Hel DhS 14 
Rh2 HeS 15 Re2 AG 16 Ad? g5! 
17 &cl Afd7 © Timoshchenko-Pig- 
usov, Sverdlovsk 1987. 

b2) In the event of 11...Re8 12 
Kel Ha7?! 13 S&e3! White seizes 
the initiative, for example 13 ...2bd7 
(or 13...Rae7 14 e5! dxe5 15 S&xc5 
Ed7 16 d6 withthe initiative) 14 Kcl 
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a8 15 Rf4c4 16 Rc2 Ac5 17 Wd2 
+ Sakaev-Lyrberg, Helsinki 1992. 

b3) 11...0h5!? 12 &g5 We7 13 
Wd2 Dd7 14 Hacl 2b7 15 Efel 
Hae8 = Levitt-Suba, Dublin 1991. 

c) 11 Rf4: 

cl) White’s position is preferable 
after 11...Ae8 12 Hel!? +. 

c2) 11...b4 12 ®a4 Rd7 13 a3 
Ke8 (13...2b5 14 axb4 cxb4 15 “d4 
+) 14 Hel &xa4 15 Wxa4 bxa3 16 
Exa3 @fd7 17 b4! is also good for 
White; Zsu.Polgar-Sax, Aruba 1992. 

c3) Itis significantly more diffi- 
cult for White to achieve an advan- 
tage in the event of 11...82b7 12 Hel 
Wb6 13 Hcl Abd7 14 b3 DhS 15 
Se3 Wa5 16 Wd2 Bfe8 © Vyzhman- 
avin-Suba, Copenhagen 1991. 

c4) 11...c4!? 1s also reasonable: 
12 Sc2 He8 (12...2b7 13 Wd2 Wb6 
14 b4!? cxb3 15 axb3 Hc8 16 We2 
G\bd7 17 Re3 Wd8 18 Afd4 + Vyzh- 
manavin-Emms, Cappelle la Grande 
1992) 12...Be8 13 a3 (13 Hel &b7 
14 Wd2 Wb6 15 b4 cxb3! 16 axb3 
&\bd7 with equality; Foisor-Suba, 
Romania 1987) 13...Wb6 14 2e3 
We7 15 Wd2 Abd7 16 Had1 @c5 17 
G\d4 $.d7 18 £3 Hab8 = Foisor-Vule- 
* vic, Gij6n rpd 1988. 

c5) 11...Re8 12 Hel (or 12 a3 
Rb7 13 Hel Wb6 14 Wd2 Wbd7 15 
He2c4 16 S&c2 c5 17 Kael Dfd7 
18 Re3 Wc7 ~ Aseev-Magerramov, 
Rostov 1993) 12...8a7!? (more in- 
teresting and stronger than 12...W/b6 
13 a4! c4 14 Rfl b4 ({14..2b7 15 
axb5 axb5 16 Hxa8 S2xa8 17 b4! 
H\a6 18 Be3 Wb8 19 Wb1 Dg4 20 
&d2 £ Vyzhmanavin-Stefansson, 


Moscow GMA 1989} 15 a5! Wc7 16 
“\a4 Dbd7 17 We2 Rb7 18 Rxc4 
Eac8 19 Ad2 2f8 20 Se3 + Vyzh- 
manavin-Antonio, Beijing 1991) 13 
a3 h6!? (13...Bae7 14 Bc1!? Wb6 15 
b4! c4 16 Re3 Wb7 17 Rc2 + Foi- 
sor-Pigusov, Moscow 1987) 14 Wd2 
25 15 Sth2 Wb6 16 e5 dxe5 17 Axe5 
Hae7 with mutual chances; P.Cram- 
ling-Gavrikov, Bern 1991. 

Now we return to the main line af- 
ter 10 a4 (D): 
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10 ... &\bd7 (D) 

Besides this natural move you 
also see: 

a) 10...b6?! 11 0-O DhS5 12 Rg5 
Rf6 13 Re3 Ad7 14 Wd2 DeS 15 
Re2 Axf3+ 16 Rxf3 Ag7 17 Ke2 
with advantage to White; Dzhandzh- 
gava-Zaichik, Tbilisi 1991. 

b) 10...We8?! 11 0-0 Afd7 12 
RI4 DeS5 13 AxeS RxeS 14 Rh6 
$.g7 15 Rxg7 Sxg7 16 £4 DAd7 17 
Wd2 + Lobron-Armas, Bundesliga 
1990. 

c) 10...Aafd7 11 0-0 (or 11 Rf4 
We7 12 0-0 De5 13 AxeS5 Rxe5 14 
Rxe5 Wxe5 15 a5 “d7 16 Wd2 and 
White is better; Neidhardt-Armas, 


\ 


French Cht 1991) 11...0e5 12 Axe5 
Rxe5 13 Rh6 He8 14 Wd2 Ad7 15 
Eael + Nalbandian-Haburdzania, 
Alma-Ata 1991. 

d) 10...0h5!? 11 &g5 (for 11 0-0 
G\d7 see the line 10...Abd7 11 0-0 
@h5) 11...2£6 12 Re3 “d7 13 Re?2: 

d1) 13...%e8?7! 14 @®d2! 24?! 
(14...Ag7!7) 15 S&xh5 Rxe3 16 fxe3 
Wh4+ 17 3! Wxh5 (17...Wxg3+? 
loses: 18 Se2 Wg2+ 19 Sd3 DeS+ 
20 &c2 +— Ivanchuk- Yudasin, Riga 
Ct (5) 1991) 18 Wxh5 gxh5 19 @c4 
He5 20 Axd6 Hd8 + Yudasin. 

d2) 13...Ag7!? is better: 14 Ad2 
(or 14 0-0 We7 15 Wce2 He8 16 Ad2 
Rd4 0) 14...2d4 15 DAc4 Rxe3 16 
G\xe3 £5 17 exf5 gxf5 with mutual 
chances, Yudasin. 

e) 10...e8 11 0-0 c4 (Black can- 
not coordinate his position after 
either 11...Afd7?! 12 Rf4 DeS 13 
GWxe5 Suxe5 14 &xe5 dxe5 15 a5 
Wd6 16 Da4 Wd7 17 We2 + Xu Jun- 
Sursock, Novi Sad OL 1990, or 
11...b6?! 12 Hel a7 13 2f4 Hae7 
14 Qh2 2b7 15 Wb3 Wc7 16 Ad2 + 
Rechlis- Vokac, Ostrava 1991, whilst 
11...2\bd7!? transposes back to the 
main line) 12 &c2 (12 &xc4 is not 
bad either: 12...Axe4 13 Axe4 Bxe4 
14 Bg5 BF6 15 Bd3 Bes 16 Wd2 
$.xg5 17 Axg5 with an edge for 
White; P.Cramling-Antonio, Biel 
1991) 12...Abd7 13 Rf4 We7 (nor 
can Black organize himself after 
13...Ac5 14 Hel Ah5 15 Rh2 W6 
16 Kb1 S2d7 17 @d2 + Khalifman- 
Tomczak, Bundesliga 1990) 14 Hel 
@®h5 (or 14...2b8 15 Wd2 b5? 16 
axb5 axb5 17 Ad4 and White wins; 
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Murzin-Suetin, Russia 1993) 15 s2e3 
Hb8 16 Wd2 b6 17 Ad4 with a large 
advantage; Gelfand-Wahls, Arnhem 
jr 1989. 


“owe. 


11 0-0 (D) 

White also has excellent chances 
for an advantage after 11 2£4!7 We7 
12 0-0, for example: 

a) 12...%b8?! 13 Hel De8 14 
Rf1! b6 15 Wd2 De5 16 Ah2 Wc7 
17 Rg5! £6 18 Rh4 WE 19 £4 + Gel- 
fand-Illescas, Amsterdam 1989. 

b) 12..®e8 13 Hel De5 14 
Bxe5 Rxe5 (14...dxe5!7) 15 Wd2 
Rxf4 16 Wxf4 We5 17 We3 25 18 
4\b1!! + Khalifman-Luther, Lenin- 
grad 1989, doesn’t make an impres- 
sion either. 

c) 12...Ah5 13 &g5 (13 Kh2!? 
deserves close attention, for example 
13...0e5 { 13...R2h6 14 Hel £6 15 a5 
BWe5 16 Da4 R417 Abo + Piket- 
Romanishin, Manila OL 1992} 14 
Se2! Axf3+ 15 Rxf3 with a small 
advantage) 13...2f6 14 2h6 Rg7 15 
Reg5 R616 Ke3 DeS (or 16...2b8 
17 Wd2 He8 18 Efel Wd8 19 g4! 
and White wields the initiative; Zsu. 
Polgar-de Firmian, New York 1989) 
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17 Re2 Axf3+ 18 Kxf3 Ag7 19 a5 
8.d7 20 Wd2 Gh8 21 Hfel Hae8 22 
Xab1 £Ionov-Szalanczy, Dortmund 
1992. 
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Black has a wide choice of con- 
tinuations at his disposal, but unfor- 
tunately it is difficult for him to get a 
satisfactory game, for example: 

a) 11...%b8 12 S2£4 (or 12 Hel 
Ae8 13 $225 £6 14 Re3 DeS 15 AxeS 
fxe5 16 a5 @c7 17 Dad + Priehoda- 
Kapengut, Morava 1991) 12...de8 
13 Wd2 We7 14 Hacl &c7 15 b4! 
b6 (15...cxb4 16 Db5!) 16 He2 a5 
17 bxa5 + Chernin-Sandié¢, Belgrade 
GMA 1988. 

b) 11...Wce7 12 Rg5 (12 R4!? 
+) 12...%b8 13 Hel c4 14 Rf1b5!? 
15 axb5 axb5 16 b4 cxb3 17 Axb5 
Wb6 18 Hb1 Ac5 with complica- 
tions; Lukov-Tal, Tbilisi 1988. 

c) 11...He8 12 Rg5 £6 13 Re3 
Ge5 14 Wxe5 fxe5 15 Re2! with a 
small advantage; Campos Moreno- 
P.Cramling, Barcelona 1989. 

d) 11...h6 12 Bel g5!? 13 He2! 
24 14 hxg4 Dxg4 15 Dg3 Ade5 16 
Se2! £5 17 exf5 Rxf5 18 Hl! witha 


distinct advantage for White; Psak- 
his-Manor, Israel 1992. 

e) 11...We7 12 Hel!? (for 12 2f4 
see 11 &f4 We7 12 0-0) 12...h6 13 
S.£4 Dh7 (or 13...g5 14 Bh2 24 15 
hxg4 @xg4 16 2g3 DdeS 17 Ke2 
£5 18 exf5 2xf5 19 Dh4! +) 14 Wd2 
g5 15 2g3 De5 (Black can scarcely 
settle after 15...%d8 16 a5 “hf8 17 
Ga4 g6 18 Ka3 Dde5 19 Axe5 
&xe5 20 Rxe5 Wxe5 21 DAb6 Zb8 
22 b4 with a clear advantage in 
Browne-de Firmian, Reno 1993) 
16 Axe5 Rxe5 17 Sxe5 Wxe5 18 
GYb1! 2d7 19a5 Hab8 20 Aa3 with 
an advantage for White; Chernin- 
Lobron, Dortmund 1990. 

f) 11...Ah5: 

f1) Black has no problems after 
12 g4 Dhf6 13 Rgs We7 14 Sg? 
Eb8 15 Hel h5! Baguero-Fedorov, 
Philadelphia 1992. 

f2) 12 Hel!? deserves attention, 
for example 12..®e5 13 Re2 
Axf3+ 14 2xf3 Wh4 (14...A0f6 15 
£4 £) 15 &xh5 gxhS 16 Wd2! 
Tunik-Cherniak, Smolensk 1991, 
and Black should have continued 
16...£5!7 17 WE4 Wf6 18 a5 2d7 19 
Ea3 c4 20 a4 &xa4 21 Bxa4c322 
bxc3 Wxc3 23 S2d2 Wc2 24 Hb4 
fxe4 25 We3, with only a small ad- 
vantage to White (Tunik). 

£3) 12 2g5: 

£31) White has some advantage 
after 12...Wc7 13 Wd2 (or 13 Hel 
Be5 14 Re2 h6 15 Re3 Axf3+ 16 
Sxf3 D6 17 Wd2 Bh7 18 Hacl 
Gd7 19 &e2 £ P.Cramling-Kofidis, 
Iraklion 1993) 13...e8 14 Kfel Kb8 
15 &f1! c4 (nor can Black equalize 


after 15...0De5 16 AxeS S2xe5 17 24 
O\f6 18 Sg2 + Vaganian-Hjartarson, 
Barcelona World Cup 1989) 16 a5 
b5 17 axb6 Exb6 18 Aa4 Hb8 19 
DNd4 De5 20 $63 AF6 21 Ac3 = Va- 
ganian. 
£32) 12...2f6 13 Re3 (13 Rh6 
2o7 14 Wd2 He8!7 15 2e5 We7 16 
Efel Hb8 17 Rf1 AeS 18 Axe5 
Rxe5 19 g4 Af6 is less dangerous 
for Black; San Segundo-Wojtkie- 
wicz, New York 1990) 13...Be8 
(White has an advantage in the event 
of 13...0e5 14 AxeS Sxe5 15 f4! 
Sud4 16 2xd4 cxd4 17 De2 Af6 18 
Wd2 He8 19 “g3 £ Dautov-Cher- 
niak, Leningrad 1989) and now: 
£321) An approximately level 
game follows 14 a5 Hb8 15 We2 (15 
Hel b5 16 axb6 Wxb6 17 Eb1 De5 
18 e2 Axf3+ 19 &xf3 DAg7 with 
an attack, Topalov) 15...Ae5 16 Re2 
5\xf3+ (White has an advantage af- 
ter 16...Ag7?! 17 Ad2! g5 {the only 
move} 18 a4 g4 19 hxg4 Rxge4 20 
Wd1! Topalov-Donchev, Bulgarian 
Ch 1991) 17 &xf3 b5 18 axb6 Exbé6. 
£322) 14 Wd2 297!7(14...2b8 15 
Habl Wa5 16 94!2 Ag7 17 2f4 De5 
[8 Axe5 Rxe5 19 Rxe5 dxe5 20 
(4! with advantage; Garcia-Roman- 
ishin, Terrasa 1991, whilst 14...4c7 
15 Bfcl DeS5 16 Re2 Axf3+ 17 
Rxf3 Ag7 18 a5 Re5 19 Daé4 leads 
to the same result; Kramnik-Illescas, 
Madrid m 1993) 15 g4 Ahf6 16 £4 
c4!.17 Sc2 Ac5 18 fel h5 with 
reasonable play for Black; Schiiss- 
ler-Wojtkiewicz, Haifa Echt 1989. 
£323) The sharp 14 g4!? has un- 
clear consequences, for example 
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14...Dg7 15 Sg2 Bb8 16 Wd2 We7 
17 Hacl c4 18 We2 b5 19 axb5 axb5 
20 b4 h5 Brenninkmeijer-Wojtkie- 
wicz, Kloostertoernooi 1991. 

£324) 14 Hel (this move deserves 
attention) 14...Ae5 15 2e2 Axf3+ 
16 &xf3 DAg7 17 Wd2 Re5 18 RF4 
Rd7 19 Bxe5 Exe5 20 Rdl! + 
Dautov-Luther, Leningrad 1989. 

£325) 14 Hb1!? &g7 15 Hel Hb8 
16 Wd2 Wa5 17 Wc2!? b5 18 axb5 
axb5 19 Hal Wd8!? (stronger than 
19...\Wb4 20 Ha7 DeS 21 AxeS 
&xe5 22 Bb1! + Khalifman-Suba, 
London 1991) 20 S2xb5! &xc3 21 
Rxd7 Rxel 22 Rxe& Rxf2+ 23 
Rxf2 Wxe8, with a small advan- 
tage to White, but Black preserves 
chances for a successful defence. 


7 2WE/ ey 
ta 


YG & 


Y 


Y 
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12 Hel 

12 &g57! does not promise White 
anything realistic, e.g. 12...h6 13 
$e3 25!14 Wd2 Af8 15 Kael A6d7 
16 g3 Ag6 17 Sg2 EHb8 and Black 
seized the initiative in Wessman- 
Manor, Tunja jr 1989. 

12 $2£4!7 deserves attention: 

a) 12...\Wc7 13 Wd2 (for 13 Hel!? 
see 12 Hel Wc7 13 £4) 13...0Ah5 
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(Black cannot organize himself af- 
ter 13...c4 14 S2c2 @c5 15 e5! DAh5 
16 S2e3 Ad7 { 16...dxe5? 17 d6 Wc6 
18 Rxc5 Wxc5 19 d7 +—} 17 exd6 
Wxd6 18 Bfel + Blagojevié-Sarla- 
manov, Yugoslav Ch 1991) 14 2h6 
GWe5 15 Axe5 Rxh6 (15... 2xe5 16 
24) 16 Wxh6 dxe5 17 Bfcl! + Salov- 
Hjartarson, Amsterdam 1989. 

b) 12...We7 13 $h2!? (this pro- 
phylactic move guarantees White the 
better chances, whereas 13 Wd2 
@h5 14 Rg5 WE8 15 Bael Hb8 16 
Gh2!7h6 17 S2e3 Dhf6 18 a5 bS 19 
axb6 Kxb6 20 f4 Hb4! Psakhis-Mi- 
nasian, Moscow GMA 1989, leads 
to an unclear game) 13...0h5 (Black 
has an unenviable task after 13...h6 
14 Hel ®Dh7 15 a5 Hb8 16 We2 
Qhf8 {16...65 17 axb6 Bxb6 18 
Gd2 AWe5 19 Rxe5! Rxe5 20 Ac4 
+} 17 Had1 b5 18 axb6 Hxb6 19 
Hal with aclear plus; Lutz-Lobron, 
Baden-Baden 1992) 14 @d2 Wf6 15 
G\c4 “£4 16 We2! with a small ad- 
vantage for White; Rajkovic¢- 


Pavlovi¢, Yugoslavia tt 1991. 


X// 2x e7/ 
and mae 


12° <2 We7 
Otherwise: 


a) After 12...Wc7 the route to an 
advantage is not difficult; both of the 
following guarantee White the better 
game: 

al) 13 2c4!? h6 (13...2b8 14 
&f4 Ah5 15 Rh2 HeS 16 Re2 
Qxf£3+ 17 Rxf3 DAf6 18 e5! dxe5 19 
d6 Wd7 20 S2xe5 + Klari¢-Kl jako, 
Bled 1993) 14 &f4 @h5 15 Vh2 
4\e5 16 @d2! Dokhoian-Pekarek, 
Bundesliga 1993. 

a2) 13 2f4 Hb8 (13...Hh5 14 
Sh2 Ae5 15 Re2 AL6 16 Ad?2 with 
initiative; P.Cramling-Velimirovi¢, 
Novi Sad OL 1990) 14 Hc1!? (14 
Suc4 Ab6 15 Rl Afd7 16 aS Das 
17 @d2 Karpov-Timman, Kuala 
Lumpur Ct 1990, is also reasonable) 
14...b6 15 b4! DAh5 16 Rh2 HeS5 17 
Ste2 We7 18 b5! a5 19 Wd2 Vyzh- 
manavin-Titkov, Riga 1988. 

b) An advantage is not so easy to 
gain after 12...2h5, but he can prob- 
ably get a small advantage: 

bl) 13 2e3 DeS5 14 Re2 Axf3+ 
15 Rxf3 D6 16 Rf4 Dd7!? 17 
$.xd6! Wb6 18 e5! AxeS 19 Rxe5 
Exe5! (an improvement compared 
to Zsu.Polgar-Yudasin, Pamplona 
1991, in which White achieved an 
advantage after 19...2xe5?! 20 a5 
Wd8 21 d6!) 20 Bxe5 Rxe5 21 We2 
£6! 22 a5 Wc7 23 Wc4 &g7 24 Hed 
RS! 25 d6 (or 25 Axc5 Bc8 26 
GNe6+ Sxe6 27 Wxc7+ Hxc7 28 
dxe6=, and similarly 25 Wxc5 c8!? 
26 Hcl Rxe4 27 Wxc7+ Rxc7! 28 
d6 &c6 29 dxc7 Hxc7 is equal — 
Yudasin) 25...2xd6 26 Axd6 Wxd6 
27 &xb7 Ha7 = P.Cramling-Yuda- 
sin, Dos Hermanas 1992. 


b2) 13 &f1!? is a noteworthy 
move: 13...de5 14 Dh2 Hb8 15 g4 
Q\16 16 £4 Ded7 17 AF3 gave White 
i spatial advantage; Kakageldiev- 
Yurtaev, Bishkek Z 1993. 

b3) 13 Rg5 Rf6 14 Re3 (14 
Rxf6 Wxf6 15 RFl DeS5 16 DAxe5 
Wxe5 17 g3!  Vyzhmanavin-Ta- 
tucv, Moscow 1990, is also not bad) 
14...He5 15 Re2 Axf3+ 16 Rxf3 
4\g7 17 Wd2 £d7 18 Habl (18 Ha2 
h5 19 Hb1 Hc8 20 De2 Re5 21 b4 
c4! 22 Hcl £5 with mutual chances; 
Solozhenkin-G.Kuzmin, St.Peters- 
burg 1993) 18...b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 
b4 Ha3 21 Hecl c4 22 Rd4 gives 
White an edge. 

13 2f4 

In Van der Sterren-Vokac, Prague 
1992, after 13 &e3 h6 14 Wd?2 g5 15 
h4 g4 16 Dh2 De5 17 Re?2, the 
move 17...8h7!? would have given 
Black a satisfactory game. 

| Ik ere Nh5 
14 &h2!? 

If 14 &g5 then 14...Wf8 gives 
Black a reasonable game, e.g. 15 g4 
Nhf6 16 £4 h5! 17 g5 Dh7 18 h4 
(6! with an attack in Lev-Psakhis, Is- 
rael 1991, but 14 S2e3!? deserves at- 
tention, e.g. 14...WF8 (14...He5 15 
Ste2 Axf3+ 16 Rxf3 DAL6 17 a5 +) 
15 Wd2 h6 16 g4 Dhf6 17 f4 with 
an edge for White; Epishin-Mina- 
sian, Groningen 1990. 

14 ... Be5 

After 14...Wf8 White is prom- 
ised an advantage by the line 15 
$2.£1!7 b6 (15...2h6!7) 16 24! Ahf6 
17 Ad2 Hb8 18 £4 h5 19 eS Khuz- 
man-Davies, Vrnja¢ka Banja 1991, 
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whilst 15 2e2?! Rh6! 16 Ad2 Af4 
17 Dc4 Bb8 18 a5 DeS! 19 Db6 
We7 is at least equal for Black; 
Psakhis-Minasian, Groningen 1990. 
Black cannot solve his problems 
by means of 14...2e5 15 Axe5 dxe5 
16 Wf3 Wd6 17 Rfl Hb8 18 a5 + 
Novikov-Tolnai, New York 1993. 
15 Re2 S.d7 
15...Axf3+ leads to an advantage 
for White: 16 2xf3 Re5 (16...Af6 
17 e5!) 17 RxhS Rxh2+ 18 Sxh2 
We5+ 19 Ph1!? gxh5 20 Hfl We5 
21 f4+C.Horvath-Goldstern, Leuk- 
erbad 1992. 
16 a5 
17 Wd2 
Lobron-Maus, Hamburg 1991. I 
prefer White’s position. 


Lh8 


® owe 


7a 


As we have noted more than once, 
in a quiet period of play the initiative 
usually belongs to White, and from 
this comes a desire to change the 
character of the struggle. 

10 @xb5 

Contemporary theory favours this 

move. White could also continue: 
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a) 10 0-0 b4 11 Waé4 (after 11 
G\b1 Ke8 12 We2 2a6 13 Hel Rxd3 
14 Wxd3 Abd7 15 Abd2 Ab6 16 
Dc4 BDxc4 17 Wxc4 @Ad7 Black 
took the initiative in Stasinos-Wojt- 
kiewicz, Komotini 1993) 11...2a6 
12 Hel Sxd3 13 Wxd3 Abd7 14 
Rf£4 Ab6 = Zsu.Polgar-Gdanski, 
Adelaide jr Wch 1988. 

b) 10 &xbS5 Axe4 11 Axe4 
Wa5+ 12 Afd2 Wxb5 13 Axd6 (D) 
and now: 


a 
i. 


xX 
Y 


‘ti 
\\ be ee 
ob 


re ‘pe ‘ae 


b1) Now not 13...Wd7?! 14 A2c4 
We7+ 15 S&e3 Ad7 16 0-0 Ab6 17 
Hel + Cvitan-Velimirovi¢é, VrSac 
1989. 

b2) White also has the advantage 
after 13...Wd3 14 22c4 (14 2e4?! 
Wxd1+ 15 &xd1 2a6 16 Sc2 Ad7 
17 R£4 2d4 gives Black compensa- 
tion; Panchenko-Jurkovi¢, Belgorod 
1991) 14... Wxd1+ 15 @xd1 2a6 16 
Bc2 Ad7 (16...2d8 is also no good 
for Black: 17 &g5 £6 18 £4 &xc4 
19 “@xc4 Exd5 20 Had1 “c6 21 
Exd5 “b4+ 22 Sb3 Axd5 23 Rd6 
£524 Bdl 2d4 25 S&e5 + Kramnik) 
and at this point White may choose 
between: 


b21) Black need not fear 17 Kdl 
Bb6 18 Dxb6 axb6 19 Bg5 Ha7! 
20 &b3 (20 Ae4!? £5 21 Ac3 h6 22 
S.d2 Hd8 is equal) 20...Hd7 21 Ac4 
Kramnik-Hall, Oakham 1992, and 
now 21...8b7! 22 Axb6 Hd6 23 
G\c4 2xd5 would have given Black 
a good game, Kramnik. 

b22) 17 &g5!7 is interesting, for 
example 17...Xfb8 18 Had1 ®e5 19 
b3 Axc4 20 Axc4 SKxc4 21 bxc4 
Eb2+ 22 d3 Hxa2 23 d6 + Atalik- 
Gdanski, Iraklion 1993. 

b23) 17 Rf4 2d4 (17...Ab6 18 
&\xb6 axb6 19 a4! with an obvious 
advantage to White; Epishin-San 
Segundo, New York 1990) 18 @e3 
EHab8 19 Hab1 with a small advan- 
tage. 

b3) 13...Wa6 14 4)2c4 and Black 
must choose: 

b31) 14...%d8!715 We2(15 Rf4 
\d7 16 0-0 Ab6 17 Axb6 axb6 18 
&xc8 Wxc8 19 Wb3 WES is equal; 
Estremera-Izeta, Spanish Ch 1991) 
15...$2b7 16 Axb7 (but not 16 We7? 
Ed7 17 We8+ 2f8 18 Axb7 {18 
Re3 Exd6 19 “xd6 Wxd6 20 Hdl 
Varga-Tamas, Balatonbereny 1993, 
and now 20...4\d7 would have won} 
18...Wxc4 —+ Gomez-Izeta, Toledo 
1991) 16...Wxb7 17 Ae3 Wb4+ 18 
Wd2 Lali¢é-Marin, Haifa 1989, and 
now Black should have continued 
18...2\c6!? 19 0-0 Wxd2 20 Rxd2 
GNe7 = Marin. 

b32) 14...Ad7 15 0-0 Ab6 (the 
alternative 15...2e5 does not equal- 
ize: 16 Axc8 Kaxc8 {or 16...Wxc4 
17 De7+ Ph8 18 Re3 Ad3 19 
Wd2 We4 20 £3 Wxe7 21 Wxd3 with 


u distinct plus for White; Epishin- 
‘T.Horvath, Frankfurt 1990} 17 @xe5 
Rxe5 18 Hel! Hfe8 19 225 with an 
udvantage; Bareev-Vera, Novi Sad 
OL 1990) 16 @xb6 and Black has 
(wo recaptures: 

b321) 16..Wxb6 17 Axc8 Haxc8 
18 Hel!? (chances are equal after 18 
Eb1 Wd6 19 &e3 Bfd8 20 Wad 
Wxd5 21 Hfd1 $d4 KoZul-Vran- 
cesi¢, Toronto 1990, or 18 Wc2 Hfd8 
19 dl 2d4 20 Wc4 Wb7 21 Re3 
Wxd5 22 Wxd5 Exd5 23 Bd2 Hd6 
24 Sf1 Hb6! 25 &xd4 cxd4 26 b3 
Xa6! Salov-Tal, Skelleftea 1989) 
18... Mfe8 (18... fd8?! 19 225! Hd7 
20 Wa4 Wd6 21 Kad1 2d4 22 b4! +) 
19 Bxe8+ Exe8 20 Re3 d4!? (or 
Wxb2 21 Bb1 Wxa2 22 &xc5 +) 21 
Wb3 Wxb3 22 axb3 &xe3 23 fxe3 
Exe3 with good chances for the 
draw. 

b322) 16...axb6 is possibly no 
worse than taking with the queen, for 
example 17 Wb3 (17 Hel!? b5 18 
S)xc8 Kaxc8 19 He2 Hfe8 20 Re3 
b4 21 a3 £ Kishnev-Szalanczy, Bu- 
dapest 1989) 17...2d7 18 Rg5! (18 
$2e3 is a less dangerous move for 
Black: 18...8a4 19 Wc4 &xb2 20 
Hab1l 297 © Hsu-Gunawan, Jakarta 
Z 1993) 18...b5 (White has a clear 
advantage after 18...f6 19 RF4 £5 20 
Efel 2f6 21 a4! + Dreev-Shabalov, 
Tbilisi 1989) 19 @e4!? (stronger 
than 19 2e7 £5! ©) 19...c4 20 Wb4 £5 
21 Ac3 Wa5 22 Re7 + Marié-Litin- 
skaya, Malaysia wom IZ 1990. 

After White has captured with his 
knight on b5, Black has tried two 
moves (D): 
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C31) 10...Axe4?! 

C32) 10...He8 

The former was subjected to a 
great deal of practical testing, but 
now looks rather dubious. 

C31) 10 ... Gxe4?! 
11 Rxe4 

White’s results have been impres- 
sive after this move. 

Black’s life is significantly easier 
after 11 0-0?!: 

a) 11...a6 12 Aa3 D6 13 Dc4 
Ha7!? (White wields the initiative 
after 13...2b7 14 2£4 De8 15 Rc2 
Gd7 16 Dxd6 Dxd6 17 Rxd6 Ze8 
18 §a4 Dreev-Smirin, USSR Ch 
(Odessa) 1989, but 13...%e8!? de- 
serves attention: 14 2f4 2f8 15 
R02! Bb7 16 De3 Dbd7 = Petran- 
Hardicsay, Hungary 1990) 14 2f4 
(or 14 &g5h6 15 Rh4 Hd7 16 We3 
S.b7 17 Dh2 He7 18 Wb3 We7 19 
&\hg4 “bd7 = Khalifman-de Fir- 
mian, Manila IZ 1990) 14...d7 15 
S.c2 &b7 16 De3 We7 17 Zbl Bdd8 
Vyzhmanavin- Yudasin, USSR Ch 
(Leningrad) 1990. 

b) 11...82a6 is also interesting, 
and after 12 Hel Black should not 
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play 12...Af6 13 2£4 Wb6 14 Dxd6 
Wxb2 15 Hb1 Wa3 16 Sb5! + Niko- 
laev-Palkovi, Budapest 1990, but 
rather 12...Axf2! 13 &xf2 c4 14 
Sxc4 2xb5 with an excellent game 
for Black, according to Kapengut 
and Gelfand. 
11 ... Ke8 

Great problems also await Black 
after 11...2a6 12 a4 He8 and now: 

a) 13 Dg5! transposes to 11...Be8 
12 Dg5! Rab 13 a4. 

b) 13 Wc2 We7 14 0-0!7 Wxe4 15 
Hel Wxel+ 16 Axel Bxel+ 17 Sh2 
G\d7 18 Ha3 + Vyzhmanavin-Never- 
ov, Frunze 1988. 

Nor is Black’s life made easier by 
11...Wa5+ 12 Dc3 He8 13 0-0 &xc3 
14 bxc3 (14 Rxg6!? hxg6 15 bxc3 
Wxc3 16 &d2 We4 17 Hel 2d7 18 
Exe8+ $2xe8 19 Wel Ad7 20 We7 + 
H.Olafsson-Johansson, New York 
1991, is also interesting) 14...h&xe4 
15 Dg5 He7 16 Hel with an advan- 
tage; Bogdanovski-S.Kovaéevic¢, 
Yugoslav Ch 1991. 

12 Dgs5! (D) 


. 4 D. wa 
wy YY 
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Chernin’s move, which has forced 
Black to avoid 10...Axe4. 


‘az 


Huge complications arise after 12 
Q\d2 2a6 13 a4 WaS! (13...£57! 14 
0-0 fxe4 15 Ac4 Vf8 16 RLl4 with 
an advantage; Barbero-ZelC¢ci¢, Bel- 
grade GMA 1988) 14 @xd6 @d7! 
15 Wc2! (both 15 g47! Hxe4+! 16 
D6xe4 We5 17 Ha3 d3+ 18 Hxd3 
S.xd3 19 £3 £5 20 gxf5 gxf5 21 Dg3 
c4! —+ Kozul-Barlov, Kladovo 1989, 
and 15 £3? Re5 16 @f2 Rxd6 17 
Hel c4—+ Timoshchenko-Shabalov, 
Barnaul 1988, are weak) 15...f£5 16 
&\xe8 (Black gains an advantage af- 
ter 16 Sd1 fxe4 17 A2c4 Rxc4 18 
4\xc4 Wa6 Vera-Neb.Ristié, Bela 
Crkva 1989) 16...Bxe8 17 @dl1 fxe4 
and now: 

a) 18 Ha3 leads to a double- 
edged position: 18...$2d3 19 Bxd3 
exd3 20 Wxd3 Wxa4+ 21 b3 De5 22 
We3! Wd4 (or 22...Wb5!? 23 Hel 
Kd8 24 Wed! @ Palkovi) 23 Wxd4 
cxd4 24 2a3 “d3 25 Bfl “Af4 26 dé 
&\d5! with sufficient compensation; 
Ziiger-Palkovi, Leibnitz 1990. 

b) 18 Axe4 Wh4 (18...2e5!7 is 
also interesting: 19 &d2 Hxd5 20 
cl We7 21 Ha3 We5 with an attack 
for Black; Koczka-Kozlov, Budapest 
1991) 19 £3 Wd4+! (White’s has an 
easier time after 19...He5 20 &d2!? 
Exd5 21 Sc1 Wb8 22 Ha3 De5 23 
Kb3 Wf8 24 @bl! + Lokotar- 
Maidla, Tallinn 1991) 20 Wd2 2d3 
21 Ka3 c4, and it is not easy to give 
an evaluation to this sharpest of posi- 
tions. 

| Pe h6 (D) 

A difficult choice: 

a) 12...%xb2? loses right away 
to 13 &xb2 Wxg5 14 0-0 Bxe4 15 


“\xd6 Eb4 (15...2xh3 16 WF3) 16 
Rc3 Rxh3 17 WF3 +-. 

b) Black has a bad position after 
12...2a6 13 a4!? (or 13 ®c3 h6 14 
G\e6! fxe6 15 S&e3 + Lorscheid- 
[Lukov, Krumbach 1991) 13...2xb2 
(13... 2£6 14 De6 We7 15 0-0 Ad7 
16 Hel &xb5 17 Dc7 + Golod- 
Suetin, Minsk 1993) 14 Ae6! Wh4 
15 Axd6 Rxal 16 WE3 with a dan- 
gerous attack; Hambarzoumian-Pe- 
ters, Los Angeles 1991. 

c) 12...£5 13 0-0 fxe4 14 Hel 
Wb6 15 “c3 Ad7 (nor can Black 
settle after 15...e3 16 fxe3 Ad7 17 
G\e6 Se5 18 WF3 + Kragelj-GoStisa, 
Bled 1992) 16 @cxe4 2b7 17 RE4 
“4 e5 18 De6 + Alburt-de Firmian, 
USA Ch 1990. 

d) 12...¥Wa5+ leads to roughly the 
same result: 13 @c3 2a6 (for 13...h6 
14 De6! see 12...h6 13 De6) and 
White has a big advantage after 
cither: 

dl) 14 Wf3 Dd7 (14...£5 15 g4! 
Hxe4+!? 16 Agxe4d fxe4 17 Wxe4 
$2xc3+ 18 bxc3 Wxc3+ 19 Sd1 Ad7 
(19...Wxal 20 We8+ &e7 21 &c2! 
+—} 20 Xb1 ®e5 21 Hb3 + Epishin- 
Bellén, Logrofio 1991) 15 Wxf7+ 
Ph8 16 Wxd7 Rb5 (16...8.xc3+ 17 
di! +—) 17 Wxg7+! Sxe7 18 De6b+ 
8 19 £3 Dokuchaev-Lukovnikov, 
Voronezh 1991. 

d2) 14 £3!2 £5 (14...2d4 is bad: 
15 &d2 £5 16 Deb! fxe4 17 Axe4 
Wb6 18 $c3 and White is winning, 
Rublevsky-Habardzania, Alma-Ata 
1991) 15 Sf2 Rd4+ 16 Sg3 ReSd+ 
17 £4 Wd8! (White has a big ad- 
vantage after 17...2xf4+ 18 Oxf4 
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Budnikov-Keil, Berlin 1992) 18 h4 
Rxf4+ 19 Sxf4 W6 20 De6 fxe4+ 
21 &g3 exf3 22 Wxf3 We5+ 23 W4 
+ Kapengut. 
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13 Deb! WaS+ 
13...8xe6 14 dxe6 Exe6 15 Wd5 

wins for White. 
14 Bc3 Rxc3+ 


14...2a6 15 Rd2 fxe6 16 dxe6 
Wb4 17 We4! +— Vragoteris-Radu- 
lov, Athens 1991. 

15 bxc3 Wxc3+ 
16 2d2 Wed 

The black queen is very active 
and almost all White’s light-squared 
pieces are attacked, but in fact one 
of them is superfluous! 

Black has also tried 16...We5 17 
0-0 2xe6 (17...Wxe4 18 Ac7 Hd8 
19 &xa8 Wxd5 20 £a5 +~) and now 
18 Hel!? 2d7 19 &xg6 We7 20 
&d3 a5 21 Wh5 Buckley-Forbes, 
British Ch 1991, is good for White, 
as is 18 dxe6 Wxe4 19 exf7+ &xf7 
20 Hel Wd5 21 Hxe8 @xe8 22 
Sxh6 Wxd1+ 23 Hxd1 @e7 24 2f4 
and the only consolation for Black 
can be found in the fact that he has 
survived as far as the endgame. 
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17 Wf3 

17 2f3!? fxe6 18 ®e3 Sb7 19 

Kicl! Wb4+ 20 @f1 Poluliakhov. 
17 ... Rxe6 
18 cl Wd4!? 

Or 18...224 19 Hxc4 2xf3 20 
gxf3 £5 21 Xgl Gh7 22 Vf4 + Polu- 
liakhov-Glianets, Moscow 1991. 

19 0-0! R£5!? 

Black loses after 19...82xh3? 20 
§.c3 Wxe4 21 cel, but 19...2g4 20 
Wxg4 Wxd2 21 2xe6 Wg5! 22 Wa4 
Ke7 23 &b1 Dd7 24 Hc3 + Golod, is 


possible. 
20 Rc3! Rxe4 
20... Wxe4? 21 Boel Wa4 22 WE4! 
Wd7 23 Wxh6 f6 24 2xf6 +-. 
21 Wa! Wxd5 
22 Wxh6 {6 
23 2xf6 


White has an advantage; Golod- 
Kozakov, Bucharest 1992. 

C32) 10 ... Ee8 
11 “d2(D) 

Black has no need to worry after 
11 Ac3 Axe4! 12 Axed £5 13 Vg5 
(13 Afd2 fxe4 14 Axe4 RFS 15 f3 
Wh4+ with an attack) 13...Wd7! 14 
&fd2 2a6 (Stohl recommends the 
interesting 14...fxe4 15 &c4 {15 
&)xe4 Wf5 16 0-0 Bxe4 17 Wd2 We5 
18 Sexe4 Wxe4 19 Hfel Wad F} 
15... 2xb2 16 HXbl1 2c3 17 Bb5 WES 
18 2xe8 Wxg5 ~) 15 2xa6 Axaé 16 
0-0 fxe4 17 “c4 “b4 = Chernin- 
Gdanski, Polanica Zdroj 1992. 

If 11 %&g5?! then 11...Wb6 12 
Rxf6 2xf6 13 Wb3!? (13 We2 a6 
14 a3 2d7 15 “c3 Hab8 16 Hbl 
c4!17 @e2 Q2xc3+ 18 Wxc3 Ac5 19 


0-0 Axe4 20 Wxc4 Ag3 —+ Kalini- 
chev-Semeniuk, Leningrad tt 1989) 
13...Wa5+!2 14 Ad2 c4 15 Wxc4 
2a6 16 a4 Bc8 17 Wb3 Ad7 or, al- 
ternatively, 11...c4! 12 2xc4 Bxe4+ 
13 S£e2 WaS+ 14 Ad2 Sa6 and 
Black can be satisfied. 

It is more difficult for Black to 
equalize after 11 0-0 Axe4 12 Hel 
(12 Rxe4 Hxe4 13 Hel Hxel+ 14 
Wxel 2b7 15 2f4 Wd7 = San Se- 
gundo-Martin del Campo, Antwerp 
tt 1992 is less convincing) 12...a6!? 
(12...82a67! 13 a4 “6 14 Bxe8+ 
Gxe8 15 S225 S2£6 16 Wd2 Ad7 17 
£4 with a small advantage; Epi- 
shin-Zeléié, Geneva 1993) 13 Aa3 
G6 14 Hxe8+ Axe8 15 Rg5!? 
(Black has more chances to equalize 
after 15 Ac4 Ad7 16 Rg5 Adf6!7) 
15...2f6 (15...Wco7 16 We2!) 16 
Wd2 &b7 17 &c2 Ad7 18 Ac4 
Sxg5 19 Axg5 Adf6 20 He3 + 
Neverov-Berelovich, Sochi 1993. 
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| aes &\xd5 
11...Axe4!? 12 2xe4 a6 (or 
12...£5 13 0-0 fxe4 14 Ac4 2a6 15 
a4 Re5 16 Axe5 Hxe5 17 b4! + 
Shipov-Maslej, Katowice 1992) 13 


4 Wa5!? is analogous to 10....Axe4 
11 Rxe4 He8 12 Ad?2. 

11...2a6 12 0-0 Abé4 is bad be- 

cnuse of 13 2c4 Axe4 14 a3!7. 
12 Dc4 

12 0-0 only leads to equality: 
12..0f4 13 DAc4 Axd3 14 Wxd3 
£6 15 a4 Ac6 16 Wxd6 Wxd6 17 
O\cxd6 Hed8!? 18 ®e3 Rxb2 19 
Kubl 2d4 = Mladinovié-Radosav- 
Ijevicé, Yugoslav Ch 1991. 

12: cs “\b4 
13 Se2!? 

Black has no problems after 13 
Rb] 2a6 14 Dbxd6 Bxc4 15 Axc4 
Wxd1+ 16 @xd1 @8c6 Sapis-Ki- 
sunik, Corr 1991, or 13 0-0 2a6 14 
G\cxd6 @xd3 15 Wxd3 “c6, Cruz- 
Martin, Spanish Ch 1991, with good 
compensation in both cases. 

13° 2a6(D) 

13...&xe4, which has not yet been 
secn in practice, would be interest- 
ing to test, for example: 14 @cxd6 
Exe2+ 15 Wxe2 2a6!? (15...a6 is 
bad because of 16 &g5! Wd7 17 
{\xc8 axb5 18 Ab6 +— Sapis) 16 
Re5 Bxb5 17 Bxd8 Vxe2 18 Sxe2 
“\bc6 19 $25 Ad4 with some com- 
pensation for the exchange, Kapen- 
put. 


Modern Lines after 7 Af3_ 187 


Heb 
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14 Dbxd6 

15 2f4 
The line 15... 2f8 16 e5 2xd6 17 
Qxd6 &xe2 18 Wxe2 Wxd6 19 exd6 
4\d3+ 20 Gd2 Hxe2+ 21 Yxd3 is 


advantageous for White. 
16 0-0 De5 
17 2xe5 Rxe5 
18 a3 


This was Sapis-Morchat, Corr 
1992, and now, according to analy- 
sis by Sapis, Black should have 
played 18...2&xd6! 19 Axd6 Wxd6 
20 axb4 Wxd1 21 Bfxd1 2xe2 22 
Ed2 2b5 23 bxc5 a6 with equality. 

In these variations Black is held 
by the scruff of the neck and I 
wouldn’t be surprised if an advan- 
tage for White was found some- 
where. 


12 7 Af3 297 8 225 (A71) 


1 d4 Df6 2. c4 c53.d5 6 4 Ac3 exd5 


5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 26 
7 DB 
8 225 (D) 
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This system enjoyed more thana 
little popularity at the end of the 
1970s and beginning of the 1980s, 
but nowadays it has practically fallen 
out of use, and perhaps for no reason, 
as it has a sting in its tail, and Black’s 
route to equality is far from easy. 

ar h6 

White has an obvious advantage 
after 8...294 9 Wa4+! 2d7 10 Wb3 
We7 11 Ad2. 

After 8...0-0 White plays 9 2e2, 
transposing to A72, or 9 @d2!? and 
now: 

a) 9...A\bd7 10 S2e2 a6 11 a4 He8 
12 0-0. This position is examined in 
the chapter devoted to A74. 

b) White has a somewhat better 
position after 9...h6 10 &h4 b6 (or 


10...0a6 11 ®e2 He8 {11...Ac7 12 
a4 Eb8 13 0-0b6 14 £4 Wd7 15 Ac4 
gives White a clear plus; Sorin-Gar- 
cia Palermo, Palma 1992} 12 0-0 
Gc7 13 £4 b6 14.24 Hb8 15 Sh1! a6 
16 @c4 b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 Da5 2d7 
19 e5 dxe5 20 d6 ®a8 21 fxe5 Hxe5 
22 &xb5! with advantage, Kapen- 
gut) 11 2e2 La6 12 0-0 Rxe2 13 
Wxe2 a6 14 a4 He8 15 f4 Miles-Ro- 
batsch, Biel 1977. 

Sometimes Black plays 8...a6, 
when after 9 a4 h6 10 2h4 (10 2F4 
$2.24 11 2e2 0-0 12 0-0 He8 13 We2 
We7 14 Bfel “Abd7 = Geller-Tal, 
Tbilisi 1959, is also not dangerous) 
10...g5 11 2g3 Dh5 12 Ad2 ”xg3 
13 hxg3 he achieves a favourable 
version of the position, as he has 
exchanged the bishop and not al- 
lowed the dangerous check on b5. 
You also see 9 @d2 bS 10 a4 (an in- 
teresting position with chances for 
both sides follows after 10 e5!? dxe5 
11a4b4 12 Ace4 0-0 13 Sc4 Abd7 
14 0-0 h6 15 &e3 Mikhalevsky-Sar- 
bai, Minsk 1980) 10...b4 11 Acbl 
0-0 12 2d3 He8 13 0-0 Wc7 14 We2 
G\bd7 and this position is roughly 
equal. 

9 Sh4 

At this point Black has two main 
systems: 

A) 9...g5 

B) 9...a6 


A) 9...g5 


After this move great complications 
urise, but these are at least equal for 
White. 
10 Rg3 
11 2b5+! 

This move alone lays claim to an 
udvantage; Black has no problems 
after 11 2d3 0-0 12 0-0 Axg3 13 
hxg3 “d7, or 11 @d2 @xg3 12 hxg3 
i6 13 a4 Dd7 14 Ac4 De5S! 15 Axe5 
(15 De3 24! 16 Re2 We5 already 
gives Black the initiative) 15...8xe5 
with equality. 

11... Ss 
11...2d7? 12 2xd7+ Wxd7 is bad 
because of 13 ®e5! dxe5 (13...We7 
14 Wxh5 Bxe5 15 Rxe5 Wxe5 16 
h4+) 14 Wxh5 with a big advantage. 
12 e5!(D) 

Not so much strong as practically 
forced; Black faces no problems at 
all after 12 2e2 @xg3 13 hxg3 (nor 
should Black fear 13 fxg3, for exam- 
ple 13...0d7 14 0-0 a6 15 a4 We7 16 
We2 h5! with initiative) 13...Ad7 14 
G\d2 a6 15 a4 We7 16 Wc2 (or 16 24 
$2.d4!72 17 Dc4 { 17 0-0? Df6 18 Ac4 
h5! with a powerful attack} 17...b6 
18 Wd2 Hb8 and Black’s chances are 
at least no worse) 16...$2d4 17 Bf1!? 
(17 @d1?! @f6 18 0-0 h5 and again 
Black has a strong attack, Keene) 
17...€g7 18 0-0-0 b5 with an excel- 
lent game. 

In Spassky-Daillet, French Cht 
1993, after 12 a4 ®xg3 13 hxg3 
G\d7 14 4d2 the simple 14...a6!? 15 
§.e2 We7 promised Black approxi- 
mately equal chances. 
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12) 46 a6 

You also see: 

a) 12...24 13 Bh4! (13 0-0!? is 
not so clear: 13...gxf3! {but not 
13...dxe5? 14 2h4 2f6 15 2xf6 
Wxf6 16 Ad2 Weg6 17 We2 f6 18 
G\de4 with a big advantage; Hart- 
ston-Walbom, Copenhagen 1977} 
14 Wxf3 We5 15 Re2 Re4 16 Wxg4 
Wxg4 17 S&xe4 Dxg3 18 hxg3 Rxe5 
with mutual chances, Marjanovic) 
13...Wb6 14 0-0 gxf3 15 e6! with the 
strongest of attacks. 

b) 12...axg3 13 fxg3! and Black 
has a difficult defensive task: 

b1) White has an irresistible at- 
tack after 13...24 14 0-0! a6 15 2d3 
gxf3 (15...c4 16 Bxc4 b5 17 S23 
gxf3 18 Wxf3 Ha7 19 e6 Weg5 20 
EKacl! with an obvious advantage; 
Fuller-Kannop, England 1978) 16 
Wxf3 Wd7 17 e6 2d4+ 18 Gh1 We7 
19 Wxf7+ Wxf7 20 Bxf7+ Ye8 21 
826 &d8 22 e7+ Sd7 23 Hel +— 
Hgi-Van Baarle, Berlin 1980. 

b2) The same miserable result 
awaits Black after 13...dxe5 14 0-0 
a6 (14...287! 15 &c4 2g4 16 d6 
RhS 17 Wd3 +) 15 &d3 bS (after 
15...@g8 White gets a big advantage 
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from 16 @d2!, whilst the psycho- 
logical attack 16 @xe5? does not 
work after 16...2xe5 17 Wh5 Wf8 
18 &g6 f6 19 Hael 2d4+ 20 Shi 
§.d7 and Black is winning; Matera- 
Rohde, New York 1977) and now: 

b21) 16 Ad2!? c4 (16...Ba7 17 
Wh5 &g8 18 Shi c4 19 2c2b4 20 
G\ce4 Wxd5 21 Had1 + Shashin-Ag- 
zamov, Odessa 1977) 17 Wh5 f6 18 
Sc2 Rd7 19 a4! Re8 20 Rg6 and 
White dominates the board; Miles- 
Hernandez, Biel 1977. 

b22) 16 We2!? c4 17 &xeS! 
Wb6+ 18 Ph1 cxd3 19 WhS Sg8 20 
Wxf7+ Gh7 21 d6! Wxd6 22 De4 
and White is winning; Dorfman- 
Shvedchikov, USSR 1978. 

b3) 13...a614 2d3c4 (14... Wb6 
15 @d2!) 15 Bxc4 Wb6!? (White 
has a dangerous attack after 15...b5 
16 &b3 Wb6 17 We2 g4!? {Black 
cannot defend his position after 
17...dxe57?! 18 0-0-0 b4 19 Aa4 Wd6 
20 4\d2! Gulko-Savon, Baku 1977} 
18 Dh4 Rxe5 19 Bl) 16 We2 g4 17 
Gh4 2xe5 18 Hfl Ge8 19 0-0-0 
Wce7 20 Sb1 Visier-Taimanov, Mon- 
tilla 1977. White’s attack is strong, 
but Black’s position is defensible, 
not least thanks to his mighty dark- 
squared bishop. 

c) White also has the initiative af- 
ter 12...$294!7 13 h3 Axg3 14 fxg3 
Sxf3 15 Wxf3 Sxe5 16 0-0 We7 17 
Hael, Keene. 

13 Re2 

It would be interesting to test 13 
£.d3, e.g. 13...dxe5 14 Rxe5 g4!7 15 
S.xg7+ Sxg7 16 Agl Af4 17 g3 
He8+ 18 &f1 Axd3 19 Wxd3 ~. 


13... Gf41? 

13...0xg3 14 fxg3 g4 (14...dxe5 
15 0-0 Ha7 16 a4 b6 17 Wb3 f5 18 
EHad1!? with powerful play for the 
pawn) 15 ®h4 Rxe5 16 0-0 Weg5 
(the line 16...%g87! 17 Wd3 Weg5 
gives White an important tempo and 
a strong attack after 18 Ae4 Weg7 19 
@h1 b5 20 Hf2! Morrison-Ortega, 
Graz 1978) 17 @h1 Ha7 18 We2 b6 
19 Hf2 with sufficient compensa- 
tion. 


14 &xf4 exf4 
15 exd6 Rxc3+ 
16 bxc3 Wxd6 
17 0-0 Kg8 

18 Ad2 G\d7 


With a complex game, in which 
Black has certain counter-chances; 
Djuri¢-Karlsson, Vrnja¢ka Banja 
1981. 


B) 9...a6 


10 Ad2 b5 (D) 
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11 S2e2(D) 
White first prepares to complete 
his development, and only then will 
he disturb Black on the queenside. 


Other ideas: 

a) 11 a4 b4 12 Acbl and now: 

al) White’s chances are a bit bet- 
ter after 12...25 13 Rg3 We7 14 f3 
(in Vaganian-Hort, Niksi¢ 1978, 
Black equalized after 14 Se2 Abd7 
15 0-0 0-0 16 Hel DeS 17 We2 
S\fd7 18 @fl b3! 19 Wd1 Hb8) 
14...Ah5 (14...axd5? 15 Ac4) 15 
54 Bxp3 16 hxg3 Dd7 17 Abd2 
Se5 18 24+. 

a2) 12...We7 13 £3!7 (13 2d3 
G\bd7 14 0-0 De5 15 Re2 g5 16 
$23 Afd7 17 Ab3 a5! with mutual 
chances) 13...g5 14 Sf2 0-0 15 Re2 
Gbd7 16 Ac4 Dh5 17 Abd2 AF4 18 
0-0 with a small advantage. 

a3) 12...0-0 13 &d3 (Black has 
no problems in the event of 13 Re2 
He8 14 £3 25 15 Rf2 DAh5 16 Dc4 
a5! 17 0-0 Df4 Lambert-Nunn, 
London 1977) 13...&e8 (preparing 
counterplay on the e-file; Black has a 
difficult position after 13...g5 14 
2.23 We7 15 0-0 Abd7 16 Ac4 De8 
17 Dbd2 DeS 18 Kxe5 Rxe5 19 
G\xe5 Wxe5 20 “c4 Matamoros- 
Gutierrez, Bayamo 1989) 14 0-0 
GYbd7 (15 Hel Abd7 16 Ac4 Abb 
17 Dxb6 Wxb6 18 Ad2 Ag4 19 
&\c4 promises White better chances; 
Razvaliaev-Kagan, Corr 1980) 15 
el (Black has an excellent game 
after 15 £4 Wce7! 16 Wf3c4! 17 Ecl 
c3 18 bxc3 g5 19 fxg5 DAeS 20 We2 
4\fg4 Kapengut) 15...0e5 16 Sf 
g5 17 2g3 Ha7 18 Ha2 Hae7 and 
Black’s position is more promising; 
Alburt-Tukmakov, USSR 1978. 

b) After 11 Wc2 Black has the 
choice between: 
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bl) 11...g5 is weak: 12 2g¢3 Dh5 
13 a4 bxa4 14 Dc4 Dxg3 15 hxg3 
0-0 16 Sd3 We7 17 Wxa4 with an 
advantage; Lukov-Psakhis, Nale- 
czow 1980. 

b2) 11...Abd7 12 a4 b4 13 @d1 
0-0 14 Re2 He8 15 De3 We7 16 0-0 
b3! 17 Wb1 Eb8 18 223 De5 19 h3 
g5 © Wolf-Kindermann, Bundesliga 
1986. 

b3) 11...0-0 12 a4 b4 13 @dl 
Ke8 14 We3 b3!? 15 Whl (or 15 
Wd3 Abd7 16 f3 Bb8 17 Aec4 Abb 
with an unclear game; F.Portisch- 
P.Cramling, Reggio Emilia 1979) 
15...25 16 2g3 Ah5 17 Rd3 Af4 18 
0-0 @d7! = Spiridonov-Suba, Baj- 
mok 1980. 
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White has a small advantage after 
11...b4 12 Da4 0-0 13 0-0 Rd7 14 a3 
&b5 15 Hel Abd7 16 Rg3 De8 17 
&\c4 Mohr-Wahls, Budapest 1988. 

Black may also delay castling in 
order to organize counterplay on the 
queenside: 11...@\bd7 12 0-0.c4!? 13 
a4 Hb8 14 axbS axb5 15 b4! g5 16 
&g3 De5 17 Ka5 Rd7 18 We2 0-0 
19 Efal De8 20 Afl f5! with 
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chances for both sides; A.Mikhal- 
evsky-D.Gurevich, Beersheba 1993. 
12 We2(D) 

White frees d1 for the knight and 
prepares to play 13 a4. 

Black has less problems (but they 
are not yet all solved) after 12 0-0: 

a) White keeps the initiative after 
12...g5 13 &g3 He8 14 Wc2 Ha7 
(14...b4 15 Da4 2d7 16 Hael 2b5 
17 b3 = Visier-Outerelo, Albacete 
1989) 15 a4 b4 16 @dl1 Hae7 17 
d3 Dh5 18 De3 Af4 19 Dec4 
Burger-Barlov, New York 1988. 

b) 12...H%e8 13 £4 Abd7 14 2F3 
(the game is also complicated after 
14 a4 b4 15 Dcb1 Wc7 16 RF3 Hb8 
17 Hel c4! 18 Wc2c3 © Basin-Psak- 
his, Leningrad 1979) 14..4b8 15 
We2c4(15...Ab6 16 Zael) 16 b4!? 
cxb3 17 Axb3 Rb7 18 Hacl Bc8 19 
Wd3 Dc5 20 AxcS Bxc5 21 We2 
with some advantage (Kapengut). 

c) 12...A\bd7 13 Wc2 (nor should 
Black fear 13 &g3 We7 14 Wc2c4 
15 a4 b4 16 Ad1 Dc5! 17 RL3 DhS 
18 Axc4 Axg3 19 hxg3 f5 with ex- 
cellent compensation for the pawn; 
D.Bronstein-Magerramov, Daugav- 
pils 1978) and now: 

cl) 13...c4 is not at all bad for 
Black: 14 f4 (Black already wields 
the initiative after 14 b4?! cxb3 15 
G\xb3 &b7 16 Hacl Hc8 17 Whi 
Wb6 18 Shl Hfe8 Bukié-Cebalo, 
Banja Luka 1981, or 14 a4 Hb8 15 
axb5 axb5 16 b4 cxb3! 17 Wxb3 
“c5 18 Wb4 He8 Sorin-Vera, Bay- 
amo 1988) 14...e8 15 Kael @c5 16 
@h1 2d7 =Sigurjonsson-Griinfeld, 
Lone Pine 1979. 


c2) 13...8b8!? 14 Hael c4 15 £4 
Ee8 16 Ph1l Ac5 17 b4 cxb3 18 
&\xb3 Wc7 with an excellent game; 
Vehi-Kasparov, simul 1984. 
12 ase “\bd7 
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It is also not easy for White to 


seize control of the game after 
12...Ke8, for example: 

a) White has little in the event of 
13 a4 b4 14 Ad1 We7 (14...8a7!7 15 
&e3 b3) 15 0-025 16 23 Axe4! 17 
@xe4 Wxe4 18 2d3 Wxd5 19 De3 
Wc6 20 Hfd1 82d4 ~, 

b) 13 0-0 and now: 

b1) 13...Abd7!? 14 a4 bé4 is ex- 
amined under 12....@bd7. 

b2) 13...We7 arouses interest, for 
example 14 Hael g5 15 &Rg3 Abd7 
16 a4 b4 17 Ad1 DeS 18 He3 h5!? = 
Ben jamin-Watson, Lone Pine 1979. 

b3) After 13...64 White gains an 
advantage: 14 @d1 25 (or 14...Abd7 
15 £4 Ab6 16 Ae3 We7 17 RF3 +) 
15 2g3 Axd5 16 exd5 Hxe2 17 Wd3 
He8 18 Ac4 Ad7 19 Ade3 DeS 20 
Sxe5! Rxe5 21 AxeS Exe5 22 f4 
Timman-Robatsch,Holland-Austria 
1978, and White’s initiative more 
than compensates for the pawn. 


b3) 13...Wce7 14 Hael!? (14 a4? 
b4 15 Ad1 Axd5) 14...Aabd7 15 b3 
(after 15 a4 b4 16 Ad1, Miles-Bou- 
z1z, Dortmund 1979, the standard 
16...653! would have given Black 
good counterchances) 15...g5 16 
S23 De5 17 a4 b4 18 Ad1 Dge6 19 
4\e3 “£4 with a complicated game. 

13 a4 

For 13 0-0 see 12 0-0 Abd7 13 

Wic2. 
| eer b4 

13...bxa4?! only creates addi- 
(ional weaknesses, and White easily 
achieves a better game after 14 0-0 
(14 £3 is not bad either: 14...Ab6 
15 Axa4 5 16 Rf2 Axa4 17 Bxa4t 
Kuligowski-Tringov, Nice 1979) 
14...2b6 15 £4!7 We7 16 R£3 witha 
clear advantage for White. 
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15 De3!? 

This is possibly stronger than 15 
()-0: 

a) White has an advantage after 
15...\We7?! 16 De3 A8 17 Dec4 g5 
18 Rg3 Axed 19 Axe4 Wxe4, Tim- 
man-G.Garcia, Buenos Aires 1979, 
20 Wxe4 Exe4 21 Hael +. 
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b) 15...Wc7 16 &c4 25 17 Rg3 
He5 18 De3 Dh5 19 Hael &d7 20 
&\f5 + Keene-Martin, England 1982. 

c) 15...8b8!? deserves attention, 
e.g. 16 £4 Wce7 17 Rf3 a5 18 De3 
Sa6 with an excellent game; A.Ro- 
driguez-Hulak, Toluca IZ 1982. 

d) 15...b3!? 16 Wd3 (or 16 Wbl 
We7 17 Dc3 Hb8 18 Ha3 Hb4 19 
Rxf6 Axf6 20 Xxb3 Wbé6 with com- 
pensation; Wegner-Klinger, Lugano 
1984) 16...2b8 17 £4 Hb4 18 Ac4 
&\b6 19 Ade3 Axc4 20 Axc4 a5 21 
e5 §.a6! with a sharp game, (analysis 
by Kapengut). 

On the other hand, Black has no 
hint of difficulties after 15 f3 g5 16 
Rf2 Ae5 17 He3 DAgé 18 g3 Hb8 19 
0-0 b3! 20 Axb3 g4! Tatai-Hulak, 
Amsterdam 1977. 

1S: ises b3!? 
16 Whi We7 

In Foisor-Pokojowczyk, Polan- 
ica Zdroj 1982, White gained an 
advantage in the complications fol- 
lowing 16...Wa5 17 Dec4 Wb4 18 
0-0!7 (18 Axd6? Axe4! 19 A6xe4 
£5 ¥) 18...axd5 19 Axd6 Wxd2 20 
Gxe8 Wxe2 21 Axg7 Ab4 22 De8 
&\c2 23 Wd1!. A possible improve- 
ment for Black could be 21...05f6 
22 Hel We4 23 Rxf6 Axf6 24 f3 
(24 e5? $2b7) 24...\Wg5 ~, 


17 0-0 Eb8 
18 Rg3 We5 
19 Ha3 

Or 19 £4 Deg4 ~. 
19 ... Eb4 
20 Hal gs! 


Black has fair counterplay; Mur- 
shed-Gavrikov, Tbilisi 1983. 
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Within the framework of A72, the 
only significant moves are: 

A) 9 2g5 

B) 9 £4 


In the event of 9 “d2 we practi- 
cally always, after a transposition of 
moves, end up outside the bounda- 
ries of this chapter, for example 9 
4\d2 “a6 10 0-0 is A73, whilst 9 
G\d2 Ke8 10 0-0 leads to A77. 


A) 9 &g5h6 


Correctly considered to be the best 
reply. 
10 2h4 
Black has an excellent game after 
10 2e3 bS! 11 Bxb5 (11 e5 Dg4!) 


11...Axe4 12 Axe4 Wa5+ 13 Ac3 
2xc3+ 14 bxc3 Wxb5 15 Wb3 2a), 
or 10 Rf4 b5!7 (10...g5 11 Re3 Aga 
12 &d2 £5! = is not bad either) 11 
G\d2 (but not 11 AxbS Axe4 12 
G\d2 Ke8 13 Ac4 2a6 14 a4 Rxb 
15 axb5 &xb2! with a large advan- 
tage to Black; Kraidman-Pein, Ne- 
tanya 1984) 11...b4 12 ®a4 He8 13 
£3 DhS. 
10 ... g5 

10...b5!? also deserves attention, 
and in the event of 11 &xf6 &xf6 12 
&xb5 Wa5 13 Eb1!? 2a6 14 Rxa6 
Wxa6 15 We2 He8 Black has enough 
compensation for the pawn; Nadyr- 
khanov-Shabalov, Barnaul 1988. 

11 2¢3 Sh5 (D) 

Black will scarcely have any big 
problems after 11...b5 12 @d2 (the 
thoughtless 12 &xb5? leaves Black 
with a big advantage after 12...Axe4 
13 Axe4 Wa5+ 14 Afd2 WxbS5 15 
“\xd6 Wxb2 16 Hb1 Wxa2 17 Hb3 
&a6 ToSi¢-Maksimovié, Vrnjatka 
Banja 1991; nor should he fear 12 e5 
dxe5 13 &xb5 e4 14 DeS Dfd7 15 
“\c6 Wb6 ~) 12...26 13 0-0 He8 14 
Wc2 and now Black should play 
14...Ha7!?; the rook is moving to e7, 
attacking the pawn on e4 and dis- 
turbing White in the execution of his 
plans, so Black’s position is in no 
way worse. Instead 14...We7?! is 
significantly weaker, e.g. 15 Kael 


§\bd7 16 a4 b4 17 Ad1 De5 18 He3 
4\p6 19 Bec4 + Najdorf-Fischer, 
Santa Monica 1966, as is 14...S224 
15 Rxe4 Axg4 16 h3! De5 17 a4 b4 
[8 Dd1 with a distinct advantage to 
White. 
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12 @d2 
After 12 0-0 Black easily achieves 

equality after 12...Axg3 13 hxg3 £5 
14 Dd2 f4 15 gxf4 exf4 16 Rg4 
&\d7 Johansson-Schmidt, Aabybro 
1989, and 12...a6 13 a4 ®xg3 14 
hxg3 @d7 15 We2 Hb8 16 aS We7 
17 Bfel bS 18 axb6 Mxb6, Martinez- 
de Firmian, Las Vegas 1993. 

12) a: a\xg3 

13 hxg3 “d7 

White has a more promising posi- 

lion in the event of 13...a6 14 a4 
He8?! 15 Ac4 Wce7, Spassky-Stein, 
Rostov 1971, 16 f4!, but 13...f5!? 
also gives Black excellent chances to 
equalize, for example 14 exf5 (or 14 
F\c4 Gab 15 exf5 Rxf5 16 0-0 WF6 
17 g4 2g6 18 Rd3 Db4 is level) 
14... 2xf5 15 0-0 Ad7 16 Ac4 He5 
17 De3 (17 Axe5 Rxe5 =) 17...226 
18 a4 a6 with approximately equal 
chances. 
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14 “c4 

140-0 We7 15 Bg4 Bd4! 16 BFS 
a6 17 a4 Sf6 leads to equality, 
whilst 14 g47?! gives Black the in- 
Itiative after the rough variation 
14...He5 15 £3 a6 16 a4 Rd7 17 0-0 
b5! 18 axb5 axb5 19 Hxa8 Wxa8 20 
&xb5 Rxb5 21 Rxb5 Hb8 Kapen- 
gut. 

14... We7 
15 We2 

15 @b5?! does not win a pawn, 
and merely loses time: 15...0f6 16 
£3 2d7 17 a4 (17 Abxd6? bS5) 17...a6 
18 &c3 b5 and Black has the initia- 
tive. 

He also has an easy game after 15 
24 De5 16 De3 a6 17 a4 Sed7 18 a5 
b5!? 19 axb6 Hfb8 =, or 15 0-0 AF6 
16 We2 R2d7 17 a4 Bfe8 18 Bfel 
EKad8, again with equality. 

1S: sas GNf6 

Also possible: 15...de5 16 Ae3 
He8! 17 a4 (17 £47! gxf4 18 gxf4 
&\g6 F) 17...4b8 18 £3 a6 =. 


16 De3 Ee8 

17 f3 ONh7 
17...g4!? also deserves attention. 

18... GNf8 

19 a4 &\g6 

20 @fl EKb8 

21 &b5 Xd8 = 


Larsen-Fischer, Santa Monica 
1966. 9 &g5 obviously represents no 
danger for Black. 


B) 9 2£4 a6 


9...b65!? 1s probably no weaker than 
the text move, and after it White has 
thus far not managed to prove the 
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basis for his claims to have an advan- 
tage. For example: 

a) Black obviously has no prob- 
lems after 10 Axb5?! Axe4 11 Ad2 
He8. 

b) 10 &xd6?! Wxd6 11 e5 Wb6 
12 exf6 S&xf6 13 0-0 a6 =. 

c) 10 S&xb5 Axe4 11 Axe4 
Wa5+ 12 Wd2 Wxb5 13 Axd6 Wxb2 
14 Wxb2 2xb2 15 Ebi &c3+ 16 
$.d2 $.xd2+ 17 @xd2 Hd8 18 Axc8 
Exd5+ 19 Sc3 “c6 = Inkiov-Wojt- 
kiewicz, Stara Zagora Z 1990. 

d) After 10 Wc2 a6 11 0-0 He8 
White should already be thinking 
about maintaining the equilibrium, 
bearing in mind that 12 @d2 b4 13 
Da4 “xd5! 14 2xd6!? (14 exd5 
Exe2 15 Wd3 He8 16 Ac4 a5! 17 
Dab6 Rf5 +) 14...Wxd6 15 Ac4 
W4! 16 exd5 Rf5 17 2d3 Rxd3 18 
Wxd3 “d7 is not unfavourable for 
Black; Dobrev- Yakovich, Starozag- 
orski Bani 1989. 

e) 10 @d2: 

el) 10...a6!? 11 0-0 He8 (Black 
also has quite a decent game after 
11...0e8 12 a3 £5 13 exf5 Rxf5 14 
$23 Ha7 = Fedorowicz-D.Gure- 
vich, USA 1986) 12 &f3 2f8 13 
Eel Abd7 14 a4 Hb8 15 axb5 axb5 
16 b4 De5 17 Re2 Rd7 = Yusupov- 
Kindermann, Thessaloniki OL 1984. 

e2) It is also not easy to gain an 
advantage after 10...b4 11 Ab5 a6 
12 Ebl (12 Axd6?! SKxe2 13 Wxe2 
Gh5 14 Wf3 2xb2) 12...Ah5!, but 
not 12...2e8? 13 Axd6 Rxe2 14 
Wxe2 @xd5 15 We4! +— Vukié- 
Planinc, Novi Sad 1978. 

10 a4(D) 


10 ... 24 

After 10...0h5 11 2e3 @d7 12 
Q\d2 “e5 (or 12...Ahf6 13 0-0 Eb8 
14 Wo2 He8 15 Bfel Ac7 16 Ac4 
+): 

a) 13 g42£5! 14 pxh5 f4 15 Qxc5 
dxc5 16 Af3 Axf3+ 17 Vxf3 d4 
was good for Black in Schiissler- 
Nunn, Dortmund 1979. 

b) Black’s problems are more 
difficult after 13 0-0 Wh4: 

bl) 14 £41is unconvincing, for ex- 
ample 14...Ag4 15 &xg4 Rxg4 16 
Wel We7 (16...Wxel 17 axel Hfe8 
18 Dc4 +, and now 18...22xc37! is 
bad in view of 19 bxc3 HExe4 20 
&\xd6 +) 17 Wf2 Bfe8 18 Hael bS! 
(18...$2d7 19 e5! dxe5 20 fxe5 S2xe5 
21 Ac4 $27 22 Ab6 Had8 23 S2xc5 
Wf6 24 Wxf6 Axf6 25 h3! +) 19 h3 
(both 19 £57! S2e5 and 19 e5 dxe5 20 
&xc5 Wd7 are weaker, and most 
likely Black should not fear 19 axb5 
axb5 20 @xb5 Heb8 21 “a3 Bxb2!? 
22 Dac4 Bc2 ~; it would then be bad 
for White to play 23 f5 Haa2 24 h3 
because of 24...2xh3! 25 Axd6 
Exd2 ¥) 19...b4 (19...8d7 20 e5! 
with initiative) 20 hxg4 bxc3 21 
gxh5 cxd2 22 S&xd2 $xb2 (White 


also maintains the pressure after 
22...8d4 23 Re3 Wxe4d 24 Rxd4 
Wxd4 25 Wxd4 cxd4 26 h6) 23 e5!? 
with a small advantage. 

b2) 14 Df3 Axf3+ 15 Rxf3 £517 
(this actionis forced, as White has a 
clear advantage after 15...$2d7?! 16 
Wd2 We7 17 a5 Hfe8 18 &xh5 gxh5 
19 Qh6, or 15...2b87! 16 Wd2 We7 
17 Bfel He8 18 Bxh5 gxh5 19 Rh6 
+ Lputian-Pigusov, Nikolaev 1981) 
16 g3 (16 exf5 Rxf5 17 a5 Re5 18 
v3 Wb4 19 2cl Rd7 is equal; Hort- 
Griinfeld, Biel 1991) 16...We7 17 
$.xh5!? (playing 17 exf5 is very 
dangerous for White: 17...2xf5 18 
24? Wh4 19 pxf5 Re5 20 Hel Bxf5 
with a strong attack) 17...gxh5 18 
Wxh5 fxe4 19 &g5 We8 20 Wh4 
with an edge for White; Lputian- 
Bonsch, Berlin 1982. 

c) White preserves the initiative 
with 13 £4!? (D). 


V quid 


Y 
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13...Ag4 14 &xg4 Wh4+ 15 g3 
Wxg4 (15...Axg3? 16 22) 16 Wxg4 
S&xg4 17 h3 Rd7 18 g4 Rxc3! 
(18...Af6 19 Ac4 +) 19 bxc3 Af6 20 
@f2 b5 21 Sf3 with an edge for 
White in the endgame; Schiissler- 
Sosonko, Reykjavik 1980. 


11 Dd2 

For 11 0-0!? see A7S. 
11 ... Rxe2 
12 Wxe2 NhS5 
13 2e3 “\d7 
14 g4 


Black need not fear 14 0-0 Wh4!? 
(for 14...%e8!7? see A75; 14...£5 15 
exf5 Exf5 16 Ac4 We5 17 f4 Dxc4 
18 Wxc4 + Tarjan-Kudrin, USA Ch 
1984; 14...$2d4!9 deserves attention: 
15 a5 Wf6 with mutual chances) 15 
g3 Wh3 16 AF3 DAdf6 17 A\g5 Wd7 
= Paulsen-Suba, Dortmund 1981. 

14 ... “\hf6 
15 f3!? 

Or 15 h3 bS! 16 0-0 b4 17 @d1 
EKe8 18 £3 Ab6 with an excellent 
game; Vuki¢-Velimirovi¢c, Yugosla- 
via 1981. 


1D... dss b5 
16 0-0 b4 
17 Dd a5 
18 Ha2 S\b6 


In this complex position, the 
chances are approximately even; 
Lputian-Romanishin, Erevan 1986. 
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At this point 9...a6 (A74-A75) 
and 9...He8 (A76-A79) are consid- 
ered to be the main continuations. 

In this chapter there are two main 
alternatives: 

A) 9...224 

B) 9...0a6 


Besides these you also come 
across: 

a) 9...abd7 10 Ad2 and now: 

al) 10..He8!? leads to A77. 

a2) White has an obvious advan- 
tage after 10...Ab6 11 a4 Rd7 12 £4 
Ee8 13 S£3 Hb8 14 a5 Ac8B 15 Ac4 
Renman-L.Karlsson, Eksj6 1981. 

a3) 10...0e5 11 £4 (11 a4g5 12 
Eel Ag6 13 Ac4 h6 14 f3 b6 15.a5+ 


is less convincing; Tukmakov-Rie- 
mers, Antwerp 1992) 11...Aeg4 12 
G\c4 He8 13 h3 is also good for 
White; I.Farago-Lobron, Amster- 
dam 1987. 

a4) 10...We7 11 a4 WeS5 12 Ba3 
25 13 Hel 94 14 Afl Dh5 15 De3 
with an edge for White; Bagirov- 
Timoshchenko, Frunze 1979. 

a5) 10...Ae8 with three possibili- 
ties for White: 

a51) White has asmall advantage 
in the event of 11 a4!? @c7 (11...£5 
12 exf5 gxf5 13 £4 DAdf6 14 h3 Dc7 
15 Dc4 b6 16 Hb1!? &b7 17 De3 
gives White an edge; Pinter-Bis- 
choff, Dubai OL 1986) 12 @h1 b6 
13 Dc4 De5 14 £417 Axc4 15 Rxc4 
$.a6 16 Rxa6 Axa6 17 £5!. 

a52) After 11 @c4 De5 12 He3 
£5 13 £4 Df7 14 exf5 gxf5 15 2d3 
Gh6 16 &d2 Rd7 17 a4 Dc7 18 
Wh5 Wf6, M.Gurevich-T Horvath, 
Balatonbereny 1987, Black is close 
to equality. 

a53) 11 @h1!? (an excellent pre- 
caution) 11...f5 (or 11...0c7 12 £4 £5 
13 Ac4 Db6 14 e5! with initiative; 
I.Farago-Renet, Lucerne tt 1985) 12 
exf5 gxf5 13 a4 DeS 14 f4 Ag 15 
&\f3!? and White’s advantage is be- 
yond doubt; T.Petrosian-Martino- 
vic, Oberwart 1981. 

b) 9...b6 10 @d2 $2a6 11 Hel (11 
&.xa6 is less convincing: 11...0xa6 


12 Ac4 He8!? {12...b5 is met by 13 
“\xb5 @xe4 14 Rf4 + Polugaevsky- 
Romanishin, USSR Ch (Moscow) 
1983} 13 Hel bS 14 Axb5 Axe4 15 
Ri4 Wd7 16 Dbxd6 Axd6 17 Rxd6 
Rxb2! 18 Bbl 2d4 = Farago-T.Hor- 
vath, Hungarian Ch 1984) 11...2e8 
12 h3 &xe2 13 Bxe2 Abd7 14 Dc4 
WNe5 15 Axe5 Exe5 16 a4 He8 17 
Rf4 and White’s position is the 
more pleasant; Tukmakov-Roman- 
ishin, USSR Ch (Moscow) 1983. 

c) 9...Xe8 10 Ad? £5 (10...0a6!? 
transposes to 9....2\a6) 11 exf5 Rxf5 
12 “de4!? (Black has no problems 
after 12 2¢4 Da6 13 Ade4 Wd7 14 
Rxf5 Wxf5 15 @e3 b5 16436417 
axb4 4)xb4 = Dlugy-D.Gurevich, 
New York 1984) 12...Aa6 (stronger 
than 12...h6 13 Ag3 Bd7 14 Axf5 
gxf5 15 $d3 Ae5 16 Ae2! + Gusei- 
nov-Blodstein, Kherson 1990) 13 
Rg5 Df6 14 Hel (there is only 
equality after 14 Ag3 Sd7 15 Wd2 
Wb6 16 h3 Hae8 17 Kael “c7 18 
Rf3 AbS! 19 AxbS WxbS is equal; 
l‘edorowicz-Kudrin, USA Ch 1984) 
14...Ac7 15 Ag3 Wd7!? 16 a4!? (in 
Tukmakov-Moskalenko, Riga 1988, 
the game equalized after 16 Wd2 b5 
17 a3 c4 18 AxfS5 Wxf5 19 Rf3 
Hae8) 16...Hae8 17 Wd2 a6 18 h3 
#h8 19 Lf4 with asmall advantage 
to White; Novikov-Nun, Polanica 
7dt0j 1989. 


A) 9...2.24 (D) 
This simple developing move, which 


activates the c8-bishop, enjoys con- 
siderable popularity. 
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The ...S2g4 idea is often played af- 
ter the inclusion of 9...a6 10 a4 and 
then it comes under A75; we very 
often come across intersecting vari- 
ations. In principle Black has few 
feelings for this bishop, as it is hard 
for it to become active, and exchang- 
ing it on a6 creates a weakness on the 
queenside; it is now not easy for 
White to prove that he has an advan- 
tage. 

10 h3 

You also see: 

a) 10 Wb3 a6 11 Wxb7 Ab4 12 
Wb5 (12 a3 Hb8 13 Wxa7 Ha8 only 
leads to a draw) 12...2b8 13 Wa4 
EKe8 with excellent compensation for 
the pawn. 

b) 10 @d2 Rxe2 11 Wxe2 and 
now Black should opt for line ‘b3’: 

bl) 11...Afd7?! 12 a4 Dab 13 
G\b5 We7 14 Dc4 Ab6 15 Dxb6 
axb6 16 &f4 £ Matanovié, is good 
for White. 

b2) 11...Be8 12 Ac4 (12 £3 Hab 
13 Dc4 Ac7 14 Rgs5 Wd7 15 He3 
h6 16 &h4 “h5 = is less convincing) 
12...65 (White has a big advantage 
after 12...axe4? 13 Axed f5 14 
G\cxd6 Wxd6 15 @xd6 Exe2 16 
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&\xb7) 13 Axb5 Axe4 14 We2 a6 15 
&c3 Axc3 16 bxc3 E. 

b3) 11...abd7! 12 Ac4 Abé6 13 
Ge3 (but not 13 f3 He8 14 a4? 
&\fxd5! F Menzel-Hort, W.Germany 
1986) 13...We7 14 £3 and Black has 
a good game after both 14...Hae8 15 
a4 a6 16.a5 Abd7 17 Ba4 Dh5S!? Efi- 
mov-Gavrikov, Geneva 1991, and 
14...Ah5!7 15 94 @F4 16 Wo2h5 Ta- 
tai-Rajkovi¢, Budvar 1981. 

c) 10 Rg5 h6 11 Rh4 Wh6!? 
(Kapengut’s move is stronger than 
the standard 11...a6 12 Ad2 Rxe2 
13 Wxe2 Abd7 14 Ac4 Ab6 15 
“\xd6 Wxd6 16 e5 Wd8 17 Ae4 with 
an advantage to White, Kapengut) 
12 Hb1l “Abd7 13 Ad2 Rxe2 14 
Wxe2 Hae8 15 Hfel (after 15 Ac4 
Wa6 16 &g3 Axed 17 Dxe4 £5, or 
15 Shl Axe4 16 Acxe4 f5 17 Rg3 
fxe4 18 Efel {18 Ac4 Wa6 19 Rxd6 
Ef5 F} 18...e3! 19 fxe3 DeS Pesh- 
ina-Kapengut, Vilnius 1977, the in- 
itiative in Black’s hands) 15...A0h5 
16 Wfl De5 17 Sh1 (17 £47 HAgd 18 
h3 $d4+ 19 @hi1 Wad8!!; 17 Ac4 
Wa6 18 AxeS Wxfl+ 19 Exfl Rxe5 
20 £3 £4 F Kapengut) 17...Wa6! 18 
Wxa6 bxa6 19 f3 g5 = Y.Zilberman- 
Kapengut, Sudak 1980. 

d) 10 £4 (D) and now: 

dl) For 10...a6!? 11 a4 see A7S. 

d2) 10...4\a6 doesn’t look at all 
bad, for example 11 h3 &xf3 12 
Rxf3 Wb6 13 Hcl Efe8 14 b3 Bagi- 
rov-Dyuri¢, Tallinn 1981, and Black 
could have continued 14...0d7! 15 
Wd2 Hac8 =. 

d3) White has a small advantage 
after 10...We7 11 Ad2 (11 h3 Rxf3 


12 2xf3 Abd7 13 Hel a6 14 a4 c4 
15 We2 Hac8 = Mitenkov-Blokh, 
Moscow 1982) 11...2xe2 12 Wxe2 
@h5 13 Re3 DAd7 14 Phi b5!7 15 
&\xb5 &xb2 16 Xael + Beliavsky- 
Aseev, USSR Ch (Lvov) 1984. 

d4) 10..0h5 11 Rg5 Rf6 12 
Rxf6! Wxf6 13 Ad2 Rxe2 14 Wxe2 
G\d7 15 g3 Hae8 16 Hael + Gavri- 
kov-Romanishin, Tallinn 1987. 

d5) I much prefer White’s posi- 
tion in the event of 10...%xf3 11 
Rxf3 a6 12 Hel! (for 12 a4 see A75) 
12...He8 (12...b5 13 e5! dxe5 14 d6) 
13 Wd2 Wce7 14 e5! dxe5 15 d6 Wb6 
16 2xe5 + Ruban-Anastasian, Po- 
dolsk 1989. 

d6) 10...Be8: 

d61) If 11 Wce2 then: 

d611) 11...a6 12 h3 (for 12 a4 see 
A75) 12...82xf3 13 2xf3 We7 14 a4 
c4 15 a5 “bd7 with chances for both 
sides; Magerramov- Kasparov, Baku 
1979. 

d612) 11...Aa6 isn’t bad: 12 h3 
Axf3 13 Qxf3 Wb6 14 b3 Ad7 15 
a3 S2d4 =. 

d62) After 11 @Ad2 Rxe2 12 
Wxe2 AhS 13 Re3 Ad7 (13...Ha6 
14 a3 Wc7 15 Hacl Wd7 16 b4! + 


Ruban-Romanishin, Sibenik 1990) 
4 24 Dhf6 15 h3: 
d621) A complex game arises 
following 15...h5 16 g5 @h7 17 £4 
Q\b6 18 a4 Wd7 19 Sg2 Rxc3 20 
bxc3 @xa4 21 c4 a6 Donner-Van 
der Vliet, Holland 1981. 
d622) The trademark Kapengut 
plan deserves attention: 15...2\b6!? 
16 a4 (16 Zael Wd7! 17 WF3h5 18 
ys Dh7 19 We3 Had8 20 Af4 
“\a4! 0 Dydyshko-Kapengut, Minsk 
1978) 16...Wd7 17 a5 @c8 with 
chances for both sides, Kapengut. 
d63) 11 h3!? Qxf3 (in Korchnoi- 
LLutikov, Tbilisi 1959, Black fell into 
a trap and lost after 11...Axe4? 12 
hxg4 &xc3 13 Sb5! Rxb2 14 Rxe8 
Wxe8 15 Hel Qxal {15...£5 16 gxf5 
exf5 17 AgS Rxal 18 Wxal Wg6 19 
G\xe4 fxe4 20 He3 +—)} 16 Wxal £5 
17 Sh6 We7 18 AgS We5 19 Whl 
+—) 12 &xf3 a6 (12...b5? 13 Axb5 
S\xe4 is bad because of 14 Wa4 
&xb2 15 Ac7! with a decisive ad- 
vantage) 13 Hel (13 a4!? leads to 
A75) 13...2£8 (13... Afd7!? is inter- 
esting: 14 a4 De5 15 Re2 Abd7 16 
Wd2 Abé6 or 14 2xd6 Wh6 15 Bxb8 
W/xb2, Kapengut) 14 e5 dxe5 15 
Szxe5 Abd7 16 23 Wb6 = Skem- 
bris-Fedorov, Pula 1988. 
10 ... SXxf3 
11 &xf3 “\bd7 
White preserves a small advan- 
tage in the event of 11...2a6 12 Rf4 
We7 13 Hel Dd7 14 Wd2 Bc7 15 
Se2 a6 16 a4. 
12 £4 We7!? 
12...0e8 13 a4 a6 leads to A75, 
whilst 13 Wd2 a6 14 2g5 Def6 15 
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Kael He8 16 2dl b5 17 Rc2 Wh6 
=, Van der Sterren-Hulak, Lucerne 
OL 1982, is not dangerous for Black. 
13 Hel a6 
Not 13...Bfe8? 14 Abs We5 15 
Rxe5 Wxe5 16 Ac7 Wxb2 17 Axa8 
Exa8 18 Hbl with an advantage; 
@stenstad-Nielsen, Gausdal 1990. 
14 a4 
and we have reached a position 
which will be examined under A75. 


B) 9...2a6 


10 “@d2(D) 

A reasonable alternative to the 
text move would be 10 2f4!? (10 
25 is not dangerous for Black, for 
example, 10...h6 11 &h4 g5 12 &g3 
@h5 13 DAd2 Axg3 14 hxg3 AZc7 15 
a4 £5 16 exf5 &xf5 17 g4 226 18 
“\c4 £.d4 = Lisik-J.Horvath, Buda- 
pest 1990) 10...@c7 (10...Be87! 11 
Gd2 @c7 12 Kel We7 13 a4 Ad7 14 
$23 h5 15h3h4 16 Bh2 ReS5 17 £4 
$d4+ 18 Ghi1 with an obvious ad- 
vantage; Barlov-Fedorowicz, New 
York 1985) 11 @d2 (White also has 
a good game after 11 a4, forexample 
11...Ah5 12 Rg5 f6 13 Re3 £5 14 
exf5 &xf5 15 Dg5! Af6 16 Rc4 
&\g4 17 4e6 with strong pressure; 
Karpman-Efimov, Belgorod 1989, 
or 11 Hel DhS 12 Re5 £6 13 Re3 
£5 14 e5 dxe5 15 Rxc5 He8 16 Bc4 
+ D.Bronstein-Vera, Rome 1990) 
11...Afe8 12 a4 f5 13 exf5 Rxf5. 
This position was seen in Plachetka- 
C.Horvath, Stary Smokovec 1991, 
and 14 223 2d4 15 Ac4 would 
have given White a promising game. 
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Now 10...e8 leads to A78, whilst 
there are two reasonably popular al- 
ternatives: 

Bl) 10...He8 

B2) 10...Ac7 


Before we investigate these possi- 
bilities, here are two rarer moves: 

a) 10...We7 11 Hel!? (11 Ebi 
Hb8 12 Hel Dc7 13 a4 b6 14 b4 
Geg4! 15 Rxg4 Rxg4 16 Wh3 cxb4! 
17 Wxb4 a6 = is less dangerous for 
Black, Polugaevsky-Psakhis, Mos- 
cow rpd 1982) 11...Ac7 12 a4 b6 
(White has a small advantage in the 
event of 12...0d7 13 Ac4 He5 14 
Sf4 2d7 15 Wd2 Hfe8 16 Zadl 
&xc4 17 2xc4 Rd4! 18 Rg3 Pod- 
gaets-Psakhis, Sverdlovsk 1984) 
13 a5! (a significant improvement 
over 13 h3 He8 14 Ac4 Ra6 15 Sg5 
h6 16 &h4 Wd7 17 Rfl Rxc4 18 
&xc4 a6 ~ A.Petrosian-Tal, Lvov 
1981) 13...2d7 14 2f3! b5 15 e5 
Hae8 16 ®fl! b4 17 exf6 Wxel 18 
fxe7 Sxg7 19 S2d2! Wxd1 20 Axd1 
with an advantage; Averkin-Psakhis, 
Sochi 1982. 

b) 10...2b8 11 a4!? (11 AbS is 
not dangerous for Black because of 


11...0c7 12 a4 {12 Axa7? Rd7 13 
a4 Ha8) 12...a6 13 Axc7 Wxc7 14 
a5 d7 with an equal position; 
C.Hansen-H.Olafsson, Dortmund 
1988) 11...Ab4 12 Ac4 De8 13 RF4 
5 (or 13...a6 14 Wd2 b6 15 e5 dxe5 
16 Axe5 Rb7 17 Had1 Dd6 18 
Efel Hc8 19 &g4! + Pinter-C.Han- 
sen, Dortmund 1988) 14 Wd2 + 
M.Gurevich-Szalanczy, Balaton- 
bereny 1987. 
Bl) 10 ... De8 
11 Dc4(D) 

Black has no particular problems 
after 11 @h1 f5 12 exf5 Rxf5 13 
24 Rd7 14 Dde4 WaS5 15 £4 c4 16 
&\g5 “c5 © Schneider-Berelovich, 
Groningen 1993. 

11 Hel!? deserves attention, for 
example 11...4%b8 12 @h1 (12 Rf1 
£5 13 Df3 fxe4 14 Ags Dac7 15 a4 
G6 16 Agxe4 Dxe4 17 DAxe4 RES 
18 &¢5 Wd7 = Timoshchenko-Ro- 
manishin, Belgrade GMA 1988) 
12...8&d7 13 f4 b5 14 a4! Dac7 15 
axb5 Axb5 16 Rxb5 Rxb5 17 e5 
and White’s pressure is extremely 
tangible; Lukacs-Szalanczy, Debre- 
cen 1988. 
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Undoubtedly the most popular 
move. Others: 

a) 12 hl Wac7 13 a4 2xc3 14 
bxc3 fxe4 15 Ad2 We7 16 c4 with 
compensation for White; Paunovic- 
D.Gurevich, New York 1987. 

b) 12 £3 Hb8 (12...f4 13 @hi 
EHb8 14 a4 b6 15 DbS +) 13 a4 Db4 
14 2e3 £4.15 Bf2 b6 16 Wd2 a6 17 
G\a2!  Kamsky-Madl, Val Thorens 
1989. 

c) 12 &£4!9 also deserves atten- 
lion, for example 12...g5 (12...fxe4 
13 Wd2 2xc3 14 bxc3 RES 15 Rg5 
Wd7 16 h3 with compensation) 13 
§2d2 gives Black problems: 

cl) 13...fxe4 14 DAxe4 h6 15 a4 
with a clear plus for White. 

c2) 13...£4 14 Ab5!? Dac7 15 a4 
We7 16 Hel 2d7 (16...axb5 17 
axb5 Wxe4 18 Ab6 Bb8 19 Axc8 
Exc8 20 $2.24 +—-) 17 Axc7 Axc7 18 
§.c3 + Lukacs-T.Horvath, Budapest 
1989. 

c3) 13...Aac7 1444 2d4 (14...£4 
15 &g4 +) 15 exf5 Rxf5 16 Wel h6 
17 Ae3 Ag7 18 Ha3! with a promis- 
ing game; I.Farago-Szalanczy, Vi- 
enna 1990. 

12. 2a Rxf5 
13 &f4(D) 

Black faces no problems after any 
of the alternatives: 

a) 13. a4 Db4 14 De3 2d7 15 Ac2 
4\xc2 16 Wxc2 2d4 17 2£3 Dg7 = 
Dlugy-Kudrin, New York 1983. 

b) 13 De3 &d7 14 &d2 Bb8 15 
&\g4 “ac7 16a4a6 = Lukasiewicz- 
Foisor, Cannes 1990. 
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c) 13 a3 Hb8 14 2f4 2d3!7 15 
8.93 Bxc4 16 Rxc4 Dac7 17 Hcl 
Gf6 18 S2e2 Wd7 = Chernin-Ro- 
manishin, Lvov 1987. 

d) He also has no cause for con- 
cern after 13 Se3 Hb8!? (it is less 
difficult to gain an advantage after 
13...2ac7, for example 14 a4 We7!? 
15 Wd2 Wf7 16 Had1 Hd8 17 fel 
a6 18 Db6 {18 a5 AbS 19 AxbS5 
axb5 20 a3 b4 21 Ac4 Ac7 =} 
18...Df6 19 2g5 Da8 20 Ac4 Ac7 
21 Wf4 + Damljanovié-Magerra- 
mov, Palma de Mallorca GMA 
1989) 14 a4 Ab4 15 Bcl b6 16 Wd2 
Eb7 17 225 &f6!7? 18 2f4 a6 19 
&\e3 %&g5 = M.Gurevich-Moska- 
lenko, Belgrade GMA 1988. 


ry Wakel 
kal @a 
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Of the alternatives, the first two 
do not manage to equalize, but ‘c’ 
and ‘d’ give Black greater grounds 
for optimism: 

a) 13...Bb8 14 S223 b5 15 De3 
2d7 16 a4 Dac7 17 axb5 AxbS 18 
QDxb5 2xb5 19 &xb5 Exb5 20 
Exa7 Exb2 21 Dc4 Bb4 22 We2 
Browne-D.Gurevich, Palma de Mal- 
lorcaGMA 1989. 


204 Classical: Introduction 


b) 13...0ab4 14 Wd2 Wd7 (and 
not 14...2\c2? 15 g4!) 15 h3 b5 16 
G\e3 2d3! 17 Rg3 Rxe2 18 Wxe2 
Eb8 19 a3 Da6 20 a4 Toshkov-Ro- 
manishin, Jurmala 1987. 

c) 13...82d3!7 14 2g3 Bxc4 15 
2xc4 Dac7 16 Wd2!? Wd7 17 DAe4 
b5 18 Re2 and now not 18...52d4?! 
19 Had1 “xd5 20 &xd6! and White 
wins, Piskov- Yudasin, USSR 1989, 
but 18...2d8!7. 

d) 13...Aac7 14 a4 (14 Wd2!? de- 
serves attention, e.g. 14...b5 15 Ha5 
Wd7 16 a4 b4 17 AbS with the in- 
itiative; Baburin-Pigusov, Voronezh 
1988) 14...2d3!? (14...g5 15 S&g3 
£.d4 16 He3 2g6 17 2d3 Rxd3 18 
Wxd3 favours White; Ftaénik-Kin- 
dermann, Altensteig 1987) 15 2g3 
Rxc4 16 Bxc4 Af6 17 Re2!? He8 
(17...a6 is also reasonable: 18 Wd2 
Eb8 19 2f3 b5 20 axb5 axb5 21 b4 
cxb4 22 “e2 ®h5! with counter- 
play; Vilela-Vera, Matanzas 1989) 
18 2f3 (18 Wd3 a6 19 Kad1 b5! 20 
axb5 axb5 21 Axb5 “xb5 22 Wxb5 
Ge4 23 Rf4 2d4 F= Karpman- 
Moskalenko, USSR 1988) 18...a6 19 
Wd2 Wd7 20 Wf4 He5! 21 Wc4 
Kee8 with equality; Baburin- 
Borovitsky, USSR 1988. 

14 BDe3 

14 @xb5 2d7 15 Rxd6 Rxb5 16 
Rxf8 @xf8!? 17 Wb3 Hb8 18 d6 
@g7 leads to a complex game with 
chances for both sides. 

14 ... 2d7 
14...b4!9? deserves attention, and 
White must probably content him- 
self with 15 2xa6 bxc3 =, as 15 Dad 
8.d7!? 16 293 WaS5 17 b3 Rxal 18 


Wxal $2b5 is good for Black; Van 
Wely-Luther, Arnhem jr 1989, 
15 2g3(D) 


iowa? Ra 


at 


15... “\ac7 


15...c4!? is also interesting, as 16 
cl “c5 is unclear, whilst 16 a4 b4 
17 Da2 (17 De4 MES! 18 Wxc4 
Rxe4 19 Bxa6 Rxb2 20 Ha2 27 
+ Baburin-Magerramov, Budapest 
1990) 17...8%xb2 18 Bbl Sg7 19 
S.xc4 Ac5 20 Axb4 Rxa4 21 We2 
&\f6 leads to equality; Polugaev- 
sky-P.Cramling, Haninge 1989. 

16 We2!? 

White makes no great achieve- 
ments after 16 Wd2 b4 17 De4 Ab5S 
18 Hael a5 19 h4 a4 20 S2c4 BF5 
21 Ags Ad4, Ftaénik-Nun, Czecho- 
slovak Cht 1989. 


16 ... b4 
17 Ded RFS! 
17... Ab5 18 &xb5 Sxb5 19 Bfel 
+ is weaker. 
18 2d3 


18 £37! Rd4 19 Rf2 Rxe4 20 
Wxe4 (20 fxe4? Bxf2 21 &xf2 
Wh4+ 22 g3 Wxh2+ 23 £3 g7 
—+ Peri¢-Khuzman, Balatonbereny 
1988) 20...2£6 is good for Black. 


18... Sxe4 
19 Rxed4 “YDS 
20 Dc4 ONG 


With chances for both sides, Pa- 
latnik-Khuzman, Baku 1988. One 
gets the impression that an improve- 
ment is needed for White on the 11th 
or 12th move. 


B2) 10 ... G\c7 (D) 


& 


D 


11 a4 
Black should not fear 11 £3 @d7 
(11...a6 12 a4 Bb8 13 aS Bd7 14 Ac4 
Rb5 ©) 12 Sh b6 with an unclear 
game, or 11 &h1 We7 12 £3 Ad7 13 
a4 £5 (13...b6!2 14 Ac4 2a6 15 Sd2 
£5 ©) 14 exf5 gxf5 15 £4 Df6 with 
equality. 
11 ... b6 
White preserves his superiority 
after 11...%b8 12 Ac4 (12 f3 a6 13 
a5 bS 14 axb6 Bxb6 15 Ac4 Bb8 16 
Rf4 Afe8 17 Wd2 AbS =) 12...Ke8 
13 Wc2 (13 £3!2 deserves attention; 
13...2f8 14 Bg5 h6 15 Bh4 g5 16 
Rf2 b6 17 Wd2 Dns 18 23 Af6 19 
g4! with initiative; Ftaénik-Peka- 
rek, Dortmund 1992) 13...a6 14 2f4 
Rf8 15 Rf3 bS 16 axb5 axb5 17 
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Ga5 £d7 18 4c6 Dydyshko-Grosz- 
peter, Minsk 1982. 

It is also hard for Black to main- 
tain the equilibrium after 11...2d7, 
e.g. 12 Ac4 De5 13 RE4!7 (13 De3 
is not bad either: 13...f5 14 £4 Af7 
15 exf5 gxf5 16 2d3 Ah6 17 Rd2 
Eb8 18 Hb1 2d7 19 hl a6 20 b4! 
cxb4 21 Hxb4 b5 22 axb5S axb5 23 
Eb1 + Stohl-Dejkalo, Tallinn 1986) 
13...2)xc4 14 2xc4 a6 (or 14...Be8 
15 Wd3 h5 16 Hael a6 17 a5 Bb8 18 
h3 b5 19 axb6 Bxb6 20 Aa4 with 
unpleasant pressure; Wilder-de Fir- 
mian, USA Ch 1986) 15 Wd3 He8 
(Rogers-de Firmian, Bor 1984) and 
16 Hael! with the idea of 17 Wg3 
would have given White a firm ad- 
vantage, Rogers. 

12 Dc4 

Black has a reasonable game af- 
ter: 

a) 12 Hb1 ®fe8 (better than 
12...$a6 13 &xa6!? Axa6 14 Wc4 
+) 13 Hel Hb8 14 4c4 f5! = 

b) 12 £3 Kb8 13 Ac4 Rab 14 
$.d2 DAh5 15 g4 Rd4+ 16 Shl Dg7 
17 Da3 Rxe2 18 Wxe2 a6 De Boer- 
Riemersma, Busum 1989. 

c) 12 Hel @h8 (12...2a6 13 
&xa6 Axa6 14 Ac4 De8B 15 KE4 
with an initiative for White, Timo- 
shchenko-Griinfeld, Palma GMA 
1989) 13 Ebl @fe8 14 Ac4 £5! 15 
f3 $a6 16 Wb3 Eb8 = Timosh- 
chenko-Suba, London 1990. 

12 ... Ra6 
13 f3 (D) 

Besides this you also see: 

a) 13 Ha3 Rxe2 14 Wxe2 He8 
15 We2 a6 16 RF4 b5! = 
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b) 13 Rd2 Rxc4 (for 13...Be8 14 
£3 see A79 ) 14 Sxc4 a6 15 We2 He8 
16 £3 @d7!? (stronger than 16...0h5 
17 24! 2d4+ 18 Shi Af6 19 Wa3 
G\d7 20 £4 with a clear advantage to 
White; Novikov-Fedorov, Kusadasi 
1990) 17 Habl f5 18 b4 2d4+ 19 
Phi W6 with equality; Khalif- 
man-Wojtkiewicz, Tallinn 1993. 

c) 13 Bb1 Wd7 14 Rd2 (14 b4 
cxb4 15 Bxb4 b5!?) 14...8xc4 15 
Rxc4 a6 16 b4 bS 17 2d3 (or 17 
axb5 axb5 18 2d3c4 19 &c2 Hfe8) 
17...c4 18 Rc2 bxa4! 19 Axa4 Habs 
20 Ac3 “bS = Tukmakov-Foisor, 
New York 1988. 

d) 13 &g5 Wd7!? (Black is close 
to equality after 13... &xc4 14 2xc4 
a6 15 We2 Wd7 16 f3 h6 17 Rd2 
Efb8 18 @h1 We8 19 Bfel Hb7 
Kapengut, or 13...2&b8 14 b3 He8 15 
Wco2 Wd7 16 Hael b5 17 axb5 @xb5 
Lali¢-Spraggett, Andorra 1993) 14 
b3 (or 14 Wd2 &xc4 15 &xc4 a6 16 
fel (16 Wd3 Dg4!} 16...b5 17 
Sf1 Bfe8 18 £3 hS = Wiedenkeller- 
Hulak, Banja Luka 1987) 14... Bfe8 
(14...hae8!? deserves attention) 15 
f3!? (problems start appearing for 
White after 15 Wc2?! 2xc4! 16 
bxc4 {16 &xc4 a6 17 Wd3 Deg4) 
16...0xe4!! 17 Axed WES 18 2d3 
Rxal 19 Axd6 {or 19 Af6+ Wxf6 
20 Rxf6 Rxf6 +) 19...Wxg5 20 
Gxe8 Axe8 21 Kxal WeS with a 
small advantage to White; Dlugy- 
Suba, New York 1987) 15...ag4 16 
Wel De5 17 Wd2 f5 18 exf5 Axc4 
19 Sxc4 Wxf5 =. 

e) 13 £4 Rxc4 (after 13...Ah5 
the best reply would undoubtedly be 


14 2d2!?, as 14 Q2xh5 Rxc4 15 Re2 
Rxe2 16 Wxe2 f5 17 e5 dxe5 18 
Sxe5 DAxd5! 19 Hadl A®xc3 20 
We4+ Ad5 21 Bxd5 We8 22 Hd8+ 
Wf7 23 Hd7! Qxe5! 24 Bxf7 Exf7 
Wilder-Suba, London 1989, leadsto 
approximate equality) 14 &xc4 a6 
15 Hel He8 (15...AHh5 is also not 
bad, for example 16 2d2 Hb8 17 
Re2 Af6 18 Bb1 b5 19 axb5 WxbS5! 
with equality; Neverov-Kuschch, 
Smolensk 1991) 16 Wd3 ®g4 17 
We3 De5 18 Ril Wd7 19 h3 b5 20 
&d2 Barlov-Suba, Saint John 1988, 
and a good move now would be 
20...£5! ©, 

f) 13 Shi Bb8 14 Bes (14 £3 
Wd7 15 Bbl &xc4 16 Rxc4 a6 17 
b4 b5 18 S2d3 c4 19 Rc2 bxa4! 20 
§S.xa4 Ab5 = Schmidt-Wojtkie- 
wicz, Polish Ch 1992) 14...%xc4!? 
(14...h6 15 Rh4 Rxc4 16 Rxc4 a6 
17 Rd3 Wd7 { 17...b5 18 axb5 axb5 
19 f4.c4 20 Rbl1 b4 21 De2 Wd7 22 
“4\d4 + Shneider} 18 f4 Efe8 19 
&c2! + Schneider-Ciemniak, Gron- 
ingen 1992) 15 Rxc4 a6 16 Wd3 (16 
$.d3!7) 16...We8 = Wojtkiewicz. 
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For 13...He8!? see A79. 

13...Wd7 is also quite common: 

a) It’s easy for Black to gain 
equality in the event of 14 a3 
Rxe2 15 Wxe2 Hfe8 16 We2 We7 17 
Rd2 Ad7 =. 

b) 14 2g5!? is interesting, with 
(he aim after 14...h6 of simply play- 
ing 15 &d2 and the h6 pawn does 
nothing for Black’s position, rather 
than 15 &h4 @h7 16 Hel Hfe8 17 
Wd2 S2xc4 18 S2xc4 a6 19 Wd3 
Qh5!? 20 Rf2 Af4 21 WF1 g5 ~ 
Thomson-Foisor, Thessaloniki OL 
1988. Instead 14..h8 15 Wd2 
Rxc4 16 Rxc4 a6 17 Wd3 Dgs 18 
Efel £5 19 exf5 Hxf5 20 S2h4 + was 
Pares-Suba, Roses 1992. 

c) 14 2d2 Bxc4 15 Rxc4 a6 16 
We2 Hfb8 17 Hfb1 We7 18 Shi 
S\d7 19 £4 He8 20 Hel 2d4 21 Habl 
+ Schmidt-Panczyk, Czestochowa 
1992. 

14 {d2 Rxc4 
15 2xc4 a6 
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16 We2 We8 
17 Habl G\da7 
18 f4! Ke8 


18... Wb7!7 19 eS dxe5 20 d6 Deb 
21 &xa6 Ad4 deserves attention. 


19 e dxe5 
20 £5! 

20 d6 De6. 
20 ... b5! 
21 axb5 axb5 
22 WDxb5 &\xb5 
23 &xb5 e4 
24 Re3 


Black’s house is in order after 24 
Rc3 $.d4+ 25 Phil e3. 

24 Ad4 
25 2c6 Eb4!? 

A little stronger than 25...Ke7?! 
26 2xd4 cxd4 27 f6 He5 28 Wd2 + 
Polugaevsky-Hulak, Moscow GMA 
1990, or 25...2%b3? 26 Sxd4 cxd4 
27 fxg6 hxg6 28 Wf2!. 

26 Ghi Ee5 

With chances for both sides; Polu- 

gaevsky-Psakhis, Sochi 1988. 
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10...2.94 (A74) 


1d4 f6 2.45 3d5 e6 4 Ac3 exd5 


5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 g6 
7 DB Rg7 
8 RZe2 0-0 
9 0-0 a6 (D) 


M7) 


ama 


‘4 Y 
4 Y YY 
Y 
“Yee 


10 a4 
Chances are approximately even 
after 10 e5 dxe5 11 Axe5 Abd7 12 
G\xd7 2xd7 13 Be5 Hc8 14 a4 Be8 
15 Hcl Wa5 Dorfman-Dolmatov, 
Moscow 1981. 
10 ... &\bd7 
10...b6?! is too sluggish, and 
White has the opportunity to distrib- 
ute his pieces undisturbed, for ex- 
ample 11 &f£4 Ha7 12 Ad2 He7 13 
RL3 De8 14 c4 with an advantage; 
Smyslov-Ragozin, Gagra 1953. 
10...2¢4 is significantly stronger, 
and is examined under A75. 
11 2f4 


You also see: 

a) 11 &g5 and now: 

al) 11...8e8 12 Ad?: 

all) 12...\Wc7: 

al11) 13 Wc2 is not convincing: 
13...2b8 14 @h1 (14 a5 b5 15 axb6 
Exb6 16 @c4 Bb4 17 RF4 VF8 18 £3 
4\b6 19 b3 + Ikonnikov-Emelianov, 
Budapest 1991) 14...b6 (the standard 
14...c4?! is no good at this point: 15 
$2.xc4 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 2d3 De5 
18 @d1! with an advantage) 15 £4 
c4!7 16 Sxc4 Ag4! 17 Wd3 WS 18 
&\d1 b5 with counterplay. 

al12) 13 £419 Hb8 14 @hi (a 
precise move; 14 Wc2?! c4! 15 Gh 
{15 $2xc4 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 2d3 
b4 18 Da4 Wxc2 19 Rxc2 Agé with 
more than enough compensation} 
15...b5!? 16 axb5 axb5 allows Black 
to breathe easily) 14...c4 15 2xc4 
Qc5 16 Rxf6! SLxf6 17 e5! +. 

al2) White also has a preferable 
position after 12...h6 13 2h4 Wce7 
(13...g5 14 Bg3 De5 15 £4! pxf4 16 
Qxf4 We7 17 thi Dg 18 23 
Dd7 19 Dc4 Ade5 20 Ae3 R621 
ENS Qxf5 22 BxfS Be7 23 h3 + 
Vukié-Martinovi¢, Borovo 1982) 14 
Wc2 (Black’s problems are simpler 
after 14 £4 c4!2 15 We2 “cS, and in- 
cidentally 15 $xc4?! is no good 
because of 15...W/b6+ 16 2f2 Wxb2 
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17 Rd4 @xd5!) 14... Bb8 (14...¢5 is 
good for White: 15 &g3 De5 16 
Rxe5! Exe5 17 Ac4 He8 18 f4 with 
u big advantage) 15 h3 (the hasty 15 
{4 allowed Black to achieve a won- 
derful game in Babu-D’ Amore, Ma- 
nila OL 1992, after 15...c4! 16 2xc4 
b5 17 axb5 axbS 18 2d3 b4 19 Ad1 
Wxc2 20 S2xc2 “c5) 15...25 16 Rg3 
GNe5 17 £4!2 gxf4 18 Rxf4 Afd7 19 
S\f3 Dg6 20 &g3 with a small but 
tangible advantage. 

a2) 11...We7!? 12 Ad2 h6 13 
Sh4 g5 14 Be3 De5 and now: 

a21) Black has no problems after 
15 Rxe5!? Wxe5 16 Ac4 We7 17 e5 
G\e8!7 18 exd6 Axd6 19 Hel 2d4 
Kapengut. 

a22) After 15 Wc2 one may con- 
tinue 15...d7 (White preserves the 
initiative after 15..0fd7 16 Adl 
5\g6 17 S2g4 2.04 {or 17...Ade5 18 
Rxc8 Haxc8 19 De3 h5 20 Af5 
Wf6 21 Ha3 with initiative; Vera- 
Velasquez, Mexico 1980} 18 Ac4 
G\ge5 19 Bde3!) 16 a5 Hae8 17 
Ddl Dg6 18 De3 Af4 19 23 h5 
with chances for both sides; Am.Ro- 
driguez-Ortega, Bayamo 1982. 

a23) 15 Kel @fd7 (or 15...2b8 
16 S&f1 Afd7 17 Bb1 Dg 18 Ac4 
&\de5 19 De3 WE6 20 b4 + Grivas- 
Doghri, Manila OL 1982) 16 “fl 
G\g6 17 Regd AdeS 18 Rxc8 Haxc8 
19 4e3 and in view of the weakness 
of £5, White’s position is preferable; 
Averbakh-Tal, Portoroz IZ 1958. 

b) 11 @d2 and here: 

bl) For 11...%e8!? see A77. 

b2) It is difficult for Black to 
equalize after 11...&b8 12 ®c4 (12 


Ph] is not bad either, e.g. 12...Wc7 
13 £4 De8 14 DF3 c4 15 e5! dxe5 16 
fxe5 Dxe5 17 Rf4 with excellent 
compensation for the pawn; I.Far- 
ago-Damljanovi¢, Belgrade 1984) 
12...Ab6 13 De3 He8 14 a5 with a 
small advantage. 

b3) In the event of 11...Ae8 12 
Bc4 Ne5 (12...Nb6 13 He3 2d7 14 
8.d3 Hb8 15 £4 Dc8 16 a5 Wa7 17 
We2 + Marin-Stefanov, Romania 
1988) 13 Ae3 £5 14 £4 DE7 15 exf5 
gxf5 16 &d2 (16 Yh is also inter- 
esting: 16...Ah6 17 g3 b6 18 h3!? 
EKa7 19 Hgl with reasonable possi- 
bilities for an attack; Inkiov-Pek- 
arek, Warsaw Z 1987) 16...b6 17 
Eb1 Ha7 18 2d3 Ah6 19 He2! Gh8 
20 Sc3 Novikov-Kolev, Odessa 
1989, and White’s position is prefer- 
able. 

b4) 11...We7 12 Hel Hb8 (or 
12...25 13 Ac4 h6 14 Rfl HAeS 15 
4&\b6 EHb8 16 Ha3 + Yuferov-Mo- 
chalov, USSR 1988) 13 £4 (White 
played too academically in Mocha- 
lov-Kapengut, Minsk 1976: 13 h3 
Ge8 14 Rfl Ac7 15 Ac4 HeS 16 
G\e3 g5 and Black managed to re- 
build and could look hopefully into 
the future) 13...b6 14 2f3 b5 15 
axb5 axb5 16 Ha5 with an advan- 
tage; T.Petrosian-Kapengut, Mos- 
cow 1972. 

11 ... We7 

Also possible is 11...Ae8 12 Hel 
Eb8 13 Wd2 b6 14 2f1 We7 15 
EHad1 + Lein-Hébert, Montreal 1986. 

12 @d2 De5 

White maintains an advantage 

after both 12...Ae8 13 Ac4 Hb8 14 
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a5 De5 15 Axe5 Rxe5 16 Rxe5 
Wxe5 17 £4, as in Sahovié-Djukié, 
Bor 1983, and 12...2b8 13 h3 We8 
14 Qh2 (14 Hel 25! 15 Rg3 Re5 16 
G\f1 “\g7 = Belotti-Schneider, Bu- 
dapest 1987) 14...A\c7 15 Wc4 De5 
16 Db6. 
13 h3(D) 

Black has a good game after 13 
Eel Hb8 14 h3 Dc8 15 Le} g5! 16 
&)f1 £5 ©, whilst 13 2xe5?7! Wxe5 14 
G\c4 We7 15 e5 dxe5 16 Ab6 Hb8 17 
d6 Wd8 18 a5 &e6 Silman-Arda- 
man, New York 1987, already puts 
the initiative in his hands. 

13 &g3 deserves attention, for ex- 
ample 13...g5!? 14 Hel (14 £4 gxf4 
15 Rxf4 Ag6 16 Bg3 Ad7 17 Rg4 
$.d4+ 18 Gh1 Ade5 =) 14...2b8 15 
Wb3 Dfd7 16 Ad1! (16 Afl b5 17 
axb5 c4!) 16...65 17 axb5 axb5 18 
G\e3 with a slight plus for White; 
Kozul-Renet, Marseille 1989. 


17a Xen 
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13... OMfd7 
13...Ae8!? is interesting, and af- 
ter, for example, 14 2h2 g5 15 f4 
oxf4 16 Bxf4 Dg6 17 Rh2 Ad4+ 18 


@h1 Dg7 White’s advantage still 
has to be proved. 
14 Rg3 

14 We2 is less clear: 14...f5 15 
exf5 gxf5 16 Kael Wf6 and Black’s 
position is not at all bad. 

With the text move White is pre- 
paring 15 f4, and in practice it forces 
Black to make serious weaknesses 
on the kingside. 

14 ... g5 
15 f4!? 

Often the most straightforward 
play is the most correct. Black has 
fewer problems after 15 Wc2 He8 16 
Ha3 (or 16 Kael Af8 17 Adl Afg6 
18 De3 Af4 19 Rxf4 gxf4 20 D5 
Wf6 21 g3 Bh6 © Mirallés-Renet, 
Cannes 1987, and White also has no 
advantage after 16 a5 @f8 17 £4 
gxf4 18 Rxf4 Afg6 19 Rh2 Bs 20 
Ka3 b5 21 axb6 Xxb6 = Lali¢-Sprag- 
gett, Zagreb 1993) 16...Af8 17 Ac4 
G&\xc4 18 Rxc4 Ag6 with equality; 
Burger-Spraggett, New York 1983. 


15 ... exf4 
16 &xf4 5\g6 
17 &h2 5\deS5 
18 hi £5 


White has an overwhelming posi- 
tion after 18...2d7 19 Wc2 Wh4 20 
Ef5! Rxf5 21 exf5 Dh8 22 Ade4 
Dusart-Schuller, Corr 1988, and the 
extra exchange provides little com- 
fort for Black. 

19 exf5 
20 “ded 

White has a small advantage; 

Naumkin-Aseev, USSR 1986. 


Sxf5 
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1 d4 £6 2 c4.c53.d5 e6 4 Dc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 26 7 Df3 2g7 8 Re2 
(-0 
9 0-0 a6 
10 a4 Rg4!? (D) 


; aot A, 
yy 
G 
Diaz 


My favourite weapon against the 
Classical System. By exchanging the 
knight on f3, Black reduces White’s 
attacking potential, and gains the 
possibility of positioning his own 
pieces harmoniously, whilst the ab- 
sence of the light-squared bishop is 
not too noticeable. Frequently, in or- 
der to avoid this system, White plays 
the knight to d2 on move 7, 8 or 9. 

We shall consider four main re- 
plies for White in detail: 

A) 11 &g5 

B) 11h3 

C) 11 Ad2 

D) 11 2£4 


Of these the fourth has the great- 
est significance. 


Instead 11 Hel has no inde- 
pendent significance and usually, 
after a transposition of moves, we 
end up in the tracks of one of the 
more popular variations. 11...2\bd7 
12 We2 (or 12 Rf4 He8!? 13 Ad2 
S.xe2 14 Wxe2 Dh5 15 2e3 Wh4 =) 
12...Be8 13 S2d2 Wc7 14 Kad1 Habs 
(14...c4!7) 15 b3 Rxf3 16 gxf3 c4!? 
17 bxc4 &e5 with a good game for 
Black; Nei-Tal, Tallinn 1971. 


A) 11 &g5h6 


The most popular reply to the bishop 
thrust. You also see: 

a) 11...Abd7 (this natural move 
may not be best, as White manages 
to arrange his forces in comfort) 12 
G\d2 Rxe2 13 Wxe2 He8 (the line 
13...Wc7!2 14 £4 Hae8 deserves at- 
tention) 14 £4 Wc7 15 Hael (15 Wf3 
is also not bad, e.g. 15...c4 16 @h1 
Hab8 17 Hael bS 18 axb5 axb5 19 e5 
dxe5 20 f5! Hf8 21 Ade4 Eb6 22 
Ed1 +) 15...b5 (White also has the 
initiative after 15..h6 16 2xf6 
&.xf6 17 e5! dxe5 18 £5 e4, Spassky- 
Balashov, Moscow 1971, and now 
White should have continued 19 
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&\dxe4 &g7 20 Wf3 with an attack) 
16 axbS5 axb5 17 WxbS5 Heb8!? (or 
17...kab8 18 Wc6!? Wa7 19 Hal 
with an advantage) 18 Wd3 (18 Wc6 
Wa7) Bxb2 19 Ac4 Hb3 20 Rxf6! 
Rxf6 21 eS dxe5 22 d6 Wa7 (22...e4 
23 Wxe4! +) 23 Wc2 Wb7 24 fxe5 
Gxe5 25 Ge4! + Pinter-Martin Gon- 
zalez, Rome 1983. 

b) 11...2xf3 12 &2xf3 Abd7 13 
Wd2 (Black also has no particular 
problems after 13 S£e2 He8 14 Wc2 
Wa5!? 15 b3 {15 Bfel Hac8 16 £47! 
c4.17 &h4 Dc5 18 Vfl Wb4 19 h3 
&\d3! gives Black the initiative; For- 
intos-Bénsch, Cuba 1979} 15...Be7 
16 Sd2 Hae8 17 Ghl We7 =) 
13...Be8 (or 13...c4 14 2e2 We7 15 
Ph1 Dc5 16 We3 Hfe8 = Stahlberg- 
Spassky, Gothenburg IZ 1955) 14 a5 
c4 15 Ha4 @c5!? (stronger than 
15...Weo7 16 Wf4 h5 17 S£e2 Dh7 18 
&h6 + C.Hansen-Agdestein, Gjg- 
vik 1985) 16 Exc4 Wb3 17 WF4 
&\xa5 18 Bb4 Hc8 with a roughly 
equal position, C.Hansen. 

12 Sh4 Rxf3 

It’s essential to exchange the 
knight, as once again White has an 
advantage in the event of 12...@bd7 
13 Ad2 Rxe2 14 Wxe2 He8 15 f4! 
Wce7 16 Wf3 c4 17 Phil Habs 18 
S£2!? b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 Ha6 
Schmidt-de Firmian, Smederevska 
Palanka 1981. 


13 &xf3 &\bd7 
14 Re2 Ke8 
15 We2 


15 £4 Wb6 16 Wc2 Wb4 17 2F3 
c4 18 Hael bS, with equality, does 
not scare Black. 


15 ... Wa5! 
16 @hil Eac8 
17 f3 c4 

18 Rel We7 = 


Beliavsky-Suba, Tunis IZ 1985, 
11 2g5 does not pose any serious 
danger for Black. 


B) 11 h3 


This move is of course not bad, but 
as Black usually exchanges on f3 
anyway, it is perhaps not worth los- 


ing a tempo. 
| ee Sxf3 
12 Rxf3 G\bd7 (D) 


13 2f4 


Black’s position has only one 
weakness — the d6 pawn — and White 
is quick to take aim at it. 

Black’s problems are simpler af- 
ter: 

a) 13 Hel Bb8 14 Re2 WeB 15 
Sf1 Ac7 16 Rf4 DeS 17 a5 b6 18 
axb6 Hxb6 is level; Bradbury-Pigu- 
sov, Cappelle la Grande 1992. 

b) 13 Wc2 He8 14 2d2 (14 a5 
We7 15 Ha4 He7 16 25 h6 17 Re3 
Eae8 18 b3 Dh7 with a balanced 


position; Larsen-Christiansen, Mar 
(lel Plata 1981) 14...We7 15 a5 (or 15 
30412 1664 He7 17 Bfel Hae8 18 
Kucl h6 19 a5 Wb8 = T.Petrosian- 
lvkov, Santa Monica 1966) 15...Re7 
16 Xa4 Hae8 17 b3 (nor does Black 
have any problems after 17 g3 c4 18 
he2 Hc8 Kapengut) 17...c4!? 18 
G\d1 DeS 19 bxc4 Hed7! 20 AWc3 
Q\c5 21 Ka3 Dfxe4 22 Axe4 Axe4 
is equal. 
13... We7 

White has a small advantage after 
13..2e8 14 &e2 We7 (or 14...We7 
15 Hcl EHb8 16 b3 Aef6 17 We2 
Kfe8 18 Rh2 + Smyslov-Filip, Vi- 
enna tt 1957) 15 Wc2 Ac7 16 Efel 
Hab8 17 2f1 Bfe8 18 Wd2 2d4 19 
hl Polugaevsky-Vilela, Buenos 
Aires OL 1978. 

However, 13...We7!? deserves 
uttention, for example: 

a) Black need not fear either 14 
We2 Hab8 15 a5 We8 16 Bfel Ac7 
17 Re2 Rd4! 18 Rfl b5 19 axb6 
Exb6 is equal; Razuvaev-Tsesh- 
kovsky, USSR 1978. 

b) 14 Wd2c4!7 15 Hael We5 16 
Re2 Hac8 17 &g5 b5! 18 axb5 axb5 
19 Qxf6 (19 AxbS Axe4 20 Rxe7 
O\xd2 21 Rxf8 Sxf8 22 Axd6 Hd8 
=) 19...Wxf6 20 £4 @d3! = C.Han- 
sen-Luther, Uzhgorod 1988. 

c) 14 Hel Bfe8 15 We2 (or 15 a5 
Kac8 16 Ha4 h5 17 2e2 “h7 18 
Rfl W6 19 Rh2 Lh6!? = Komljen- 
ovié-Suba, Seville 1993) 15...hS 16 
b3 Ah7 17 Rd2 Rd4 with a good 
game for Black; Velikov-Ivanovié, 
Belgrade 1988. 

14 We2(D) 


Classical: 9...a6 10 a4 &g4 213 


Vaganian-Tal, USSR Ch (Lenin- 
grad) 1971 continued 14 Wd2 Efe8 
15 a5 Hac8 16 g4 He7 17 Hfel De8 
18 &g2 Hb8 19 S&g5 and Black 
could have played 19...ke5!? 20 
Ri4 (20 £4 Hxg5!? ©) 20...Ke7 with 
equality. 


14... Efe8 

After 14...c4!2 15 Se2 (15 Hac1?! 
“\c5 16 De2 b5 17 axbS axbS 18 b4 
cxb3 19 Wxb3 Wb6 F Malich-Nunn, 
Budapest 1978) 15...Bfe8 16 a5 we 
return to the main line. 

15 a5 

Black has an excellent game after 
15 b3 c4! 16 b4 Be7 17 Bfel Hae8, 
or 15 Re2 He7 16 Hfel Kac8 17 Kf 
G\e5 18 Had1 c4 = Podgaets-Zaid, 
Kharkov 1980. 

| sere c4 
16 Had Be5!? 

The line 16...b5 17 axb6 Axb6 18 
Ka5 “Afd7 19 Be3 HeS 20 Re?2 
\d3!7 21 $&.xd3 cxd3 22 Wxd3 Ac4 
23 Ha2 “xb2 = deserves attention. 

17 Rxe5 

Or 17 Re2 Afd7 18 &xe5 Axe5 
19 £4 Ad3 20 2xd3 cxd3 21 Wxd3 
b5 22 Haal Hac8 = Kasparov. 
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| aren Exe5 
18 dl!? 
After 18 “bl Hae8! 19 Wa3 
&\xe4, Portisch-Kasparov, Tilburg 
1981, Black seizes the initiative. 


18... G\d7 
19 3d4 b5 
20 axb6 “)xb6 


with a complex game, Kasparov. 


C) 11 Ad2 &xe2 


12 Wxe2 &\bd7 
12...&e8? is an error because of 
13 Ac4! Rf8 (or 13...We7 14 2F4 
G\xe4 15 Hfel Bxc3 16 bxc3 Wd8 
17 Habl +) 14 2g5 Abd7 15 a5 + 
Namgilov-Psakhis, Rostov 1977. 
13 Ac4 
13 £4 Be8 14 Wf3 Wc7 15 g4 (15 
a5 c4 16 Ha4 b5 17 axb6 “xb6 =) 
15...c4 16 g5 DhS5 leads to a roughly 
even position; Peev-Tringov, Plov- 
div 1980. 
13: ass “\b6 
14 Be3 
Black has no problems after 14 
“\xb6 Wxb6 15 sSe3 Efe8 16 f3 
Hab8&, or 14 Da3 He8 15 We2 DhS! 
16 a5 @d7 17 Dc4 He5 18 Ab6 Hb8 
19 Ha3 Wh4 Lputian-Suba, Debre- 
cen Echt 1992. 


14 We7 
15 a5 G\bd7 
16 Dc4 Be5 
17 Db6 


Or 17 AxeS5 Wxe5 18 £4 (18 Ha4 
Kae8 19 Wf3 Dd7 20 2f4 We7 21 
W 23 DeS5 is level; Renaze-Mager- 
ramov, Chartres 1990) 18...We7 19 
&.d2 Efe8 20 Hael Ad7 =. 


17... Hae8 
18 &g5 h6 
19 2h4 


19 &d2 is effectively met by 
19...A\fd7!, when 20 £4? is no good 
because of 20...Axb6 21 fe Ac8 22 
ed 4d6 with an advantage to Black. 

19 ... g5 

19...Wc7 20 £4 Ded7 21 Dc4 is 
not bad either, Kovacs-Nicevski, 
Deéin 1978, when the continuation 
21...0xe4!? 22 Axe4 £5 23 Acxd6 
Wxd6 24 “xd6 Exe2 would have 


led to equality. 
20 Kg3 ONfd7 
21 f4 exf4 
22 “xd7 ONxd7 
23 Exf4 


with an unclear game. 
D) 11 2f4(D) 


This move is considered fundamen- 
tal in official theory. 
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We shall look at three moves in 
detail: 

D1) 11...We7 

D2) 11...He8 

D3) 11...82.xf3 


11...0h5 is a rarer move: 12 25 
(more active than 12 2e3 @d7 13 h3 
Rxf3 14 S&xf3 Dhf6 15 a5 We7 16 
We2 Hfb8 17 Ha2 He8!? 18 Re2 
Ke7 = Gon.Garcia-Tal, Moscow IZ 
1982) 12...82£6 (White has a small 
udvantage in the event of 12...W/b6 
13 Wd2 {or 13 We2 @Ad7 14h3 Rxf3 
15 Rxf3 h6 16 Rd2 Ahf6 17 Re2 
Hfe8 18 b3 £ Magerramov-Kaspar- 
ov, Baku 1979} 13...0d7 14 a5 Wec7 
15 h3 Rxf3 16 2xf3 Ahf6 17 WF4!? 
b5 18 axb6 Wxb6 19 Ha2 Zaid-Kas- 
parov, Moscow tt 1977) 13 S2e3 (13 
Rh6 He8 14 Ad2 &xe2 15 Wxe2 
S\d7 16 @h1 2d4 17 g4 Dhf6 ~ 
Salov-Romanishin, Irkutsk 1986) 
13...2d7 (in Beliavsky-Romanishin, 
Wijk aan Zee 1985 White got the 
better of the game after 13...2.xf3 14 
Rxf3 Ag7 15 Be4 He8& 16 We2 
5\d7 17 a5 DeS5 18 Se2 Hb8 19 
SYb1!) 14 a5 b5 15 axb6 Wxb6 16 
Ha2 &2xf3 17 Bxf3 DAg7 18 Dad 
Wb7 19 Wc2 EHfb8 and Black was 
close to equality in Spraggett-Ro- 
manishin, Wijk aan Zee 1985. 

D1) 11 We7 
12 “d2 

Black has a reasonable game in 
the event of 12 Hel @bd7 13 h3 
Rxf3 14 Lxf3 De8 15 Wd2 ADc7 16 


Se2 Hfb8!?. 
12 ... S.xe2 
13 Wxe2 G\bd7 


This rare move strikes me as be- 
ing more promising than 13...@h5 
14 2e3 “d7 when: 

a) The sharp 15 g4 gives Black 
good equalizing chances: 15...Ahf6 
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(15...£5 16 exf5 gxf5 17 gxh5 S2xc3 
18 bxc3 £4 19 Shl + Sturua-Pigu- 
sov, Vilnius 1984) 16 f3 (or 16 h3 
“e8 17 a5 “c7 18 Ha4 bS 19 axb6 
&4)xb6 20 Ha2 Hae8 = Lakié-Cebalo, 
Banja Luka 1981) 16...Ae8 17 Ghl 
G7 18 @Wc4 (18 a5!7) 18...b5!2 19 
Ba5 b4 20 Ad1 (20 Ac6 We8 21 
Qd1 De5 22 AxeS5 Wxe5 does not 
frighten Black either) 20...£5 21 gxf5 
gxf5 22 Kgl @h8 and Black’s posi- 
tion is no worse; Bonsch-Psakhis, 
Trnava 1988. 
b) 15 a5!? (D): 
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bl) 15...Bab8 16 Ha4 Whf6 17 
&¢5 Efe8 18 f4 + Gligori¢-Raj- 
kovi¢c, Yugoslavia 1982. 

b2) 15...Bfb8 16 Efel b5S 17 
axb6 Hxb6 18 @c4 Ebb8 19 g4!? 
Ghf6 20 Rf4 Ae8 21 2g3 + Gav- 
rilov-Blokh, Moscow 1982. 

b3) 15...Se5 deserves attention, 
for example 16 g3 (16 £4?! 2xc3 17 
bxc3 Ahf6 18 Bf2 Axd5) 16...Hae8 
17 &h6 2g7 18 Bxg7 Axg7 19 
Kfel £5 = H.Olafsson-Tal, Reyk- 
javik 1987. 

b4) 15...2d4 16 Ha4! Wf6 17 
Wd3 De5 18 Bxd4 ADxd3 19 Vxf6 
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&)xf6 20 @c4 Kad8 21 Hdl Ab4 22 
Kd2! “e8 23 Hal and now after both 
23...f6!7 24 £4 “c7 25 Had1 @g7 26 
eS Ghitescu-Stoica, Romanian Ch 
1983, and 23...Ac7 24 Hel Sg7 25 
b3, Kasparov-Suba, Lucerne OL 
1982, White wields the initiative. 
14 De4 
Or 14 a5 Hae8 15 Had We5 16 h3 
Gfd7 17 Rh2 g5 ~. 
14... “\e8 
15 Rg3 
Black also has no cause for con- 
cern after 15 Bfel Hb8 16 a5 22d4!?, 
with a double-edged position. 
15 ... Add! 
16 Hfel h5 = 
Ruban-Kapengut, USSR 1985. 


D2) 11 ... Ke8 (D) 


Y 
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7S 
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12 “d2 

In Uhlmann-Fischer, Palma de 
Mallorca IZ 1970, White fell into an 
elementary trap and had a lost posi- 
tion after 12 h3? Axe4 13 Axe4 (13 
hxg4 &xc3) 13...Bxe4 14 225 We8 
15 2d3 Qxf3 16 Wxf3 Bb4 17 Bael 
Se5 —+. White has no chances for an 
advantage after 12 Wc2, for example 


12...We7 (12...We7 is less convine- 
ing: 13 Kael Abd7 14 h3 Rxf3 15 
Rxf3 Kab8 16 Me2 Ph8 17 Wad2 
Wf8 18 2c4 + Schiissler-Lobron, 
Bochum 1981) 13 Efel Abd7 14 a5 
EKab8 15 h3 &xf3 16 &xf3 b5 17 
axb6 Exb6 18 Ha2 Heb8 19 Re2 a5! 
= Tal-Stein, Moscow 1971. 
j I ere Rxe2 
13 Wxe2 QNh5 
13...2bd7? is weak because of 14 
“\c4 (but not 14 &xd6 Ab6 15 e5 
&fxd5 16 @xd5 “xd5 with an un- 
clear game; Jasnikowski-Panczyk, 
Polish Ch 1991). 
14 e3 “\d7 
The initiative remains in White’s 
hands after 14...2d4 15 Ac4 Rxe3 
16 Wxe3 b6 17 f4 Gligorié-Petryk, 
Vienna 1982. 
Now White has two main continu- 
ations: 
D21) 15 aS 
D22) 15 g4!? 
After neither move is Black’s de- 
fence at all easy, and so both deserve 
a good deal of attention. 


Other moves are less trouble- 
some: 

a) There is no danger for Black in 
15 Kael b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 Axb5 
(17 Wxb5 Hb&8 18 Wd3 Bxb2 19 
BWc4 We5 20 Axe5 Rxe5) 17...Wb8 
18 Ebl Ha4 and 15 f4 £5 16 Ac4 
G\df6 17 exf5 gxf5 18 Ef3 Ag4 
Bonsch-Wojtkiewicz, Stara Zagora 
Z 1990. 

b) 15 @h1 leads to an unclear 
game, for example 15...Ae5 16 Kgl 
Gf6 17 4 Wc8 18 g5 Afg4 19 £4 


Gxe3 20 Wxe3 Ad7 21 Wd3 We7 
Bell6n-Kindermann, Zurich 1985. 


D21) 15 a5 
Alternatively: 

a) 15...8b8 16 Ha4! Wf6 17 g3 
We7 18 Hcl De5 19 £4 Ad7 20 
R£2!7 z. 

b) 15...WWc7 16 g4!? (Black has a 
reasonable game after 16 h3 f5! 17 
exf5 “g3! 18 fxg3 Hxe3 19 We4 
Rd4 20 Shi He5, or 16 Ha4 2d4!? 
17 Hfal 2xe3 18 Wxe3 He7 Khen- 
kin) 16...Ahf6 17 h3!? (Black’s has 
fewer problems after 17 f3 b5! 18 
axb6 @xb6 19 @h1 {19 Bxa6? Exa6 
20 Wxa6 Abxd5} 19...Wb7 20 Ha2 
S\fd7 21 Hfal Sd4 L.Bronstein- 
Tringov, Buenos Aires OL 1978) 
17...h6 18 £4 with initiative. 

c) 15...%e5!? 16 £4 2d4 17 Ka4 
Wf6 (not 17...b5 18 axb6 Axb6 19 
Hxd4!) 18 g3 b5 19 axb6 Axb6 20 
Ha3 &xe3+ 21 Wxe3 Wd4 22 Wxd4 
cxd4 23 De2 Af6 =. This variation 
demands practical tests. 

d) 15...Bc8 16 g4 Ahf6 17 £3 DeS 
18 hI h6 19 g5! DhS (19...hxg5 20 
&xg5 Wd7 21 £4 Deg 22 h3 Ah6 
23 Wf3 with an advantage) 20 f4 
GAT 21 gxh6 &xh6 22 Ac4 We7 23 
Hael 227 24 Wf3 + Browne-de Fir- 
mian, USA Ch 1985. 

e) 15...Wh4: 

el) 16 ®c4 Af4 (16...2xc3? 17 
bxc3 Bxe4 18 Axd6 HeS 19 Wr3 + 
Van der Vliet-Grooten, Amsterdam 
1983) 17 Rxf4 (17 WE3?! is weaker 
because of 17...Ae5! 18 AxeS Rxe5 
19 g3 Wh5 20 Wxh5 @xh5 = Beli- 
avsky-Kasparov, USSR Ch (Minsk) 


2d4(D) 
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1979) 17...Wxf4 18 g3 Wf6 19 f4 
We7 20 Hael + Plaskett-Pritchett, 
England 1983. 

e2) 16 Ha4!? We5 17 £3! Kab8!? 
with a slight plus for White - Naum- 
kin (but not 17...0f4 18 2xf4 Wxf4 
19 g3 Wf6 20 £4 Ad7 21 e5! dxe5 
22 Ade4 Wd8 23 £5! + Naumkin- 
Minasian, Moscow 1992). 


XZ WxXZeZ7 
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16 Had 

After 16 g4 Dhf6 17 £3 Black gets 
a good game following: 

a) 17...b5!2 18 axb6 @xb6 19 
GNd1: 

al) 19...h5!? 20 h3 (not 20 g5?! 
&\fxd5!) transposes to ‘b’. 

a2) 19...abxd5 is also interest- 
ing: 20 exd5 @xd5 21 Dc4 £5 
(21... Wg5 22 £4! Axf4 23 WFE3) 22 £4 
fxg4 23 Ha3 with complications; 
Korchnoi-Nunn, London 1980. 

b) 17...h5!? 18 h3 bS!? 19 axb6 
&\xb6 20 @d1 Abxd5 (alternatively, 
20...hxg4 21 hxg4 Dbxd5 22 exd5 
&)xd5 with compensation; Cabrilo- 
Schmidt, Vrnjacka Banja 1981) 21 
exd5 @xd5 22 Ac4 (22 Ha3 Hb8 23 
De4 Gxe3 24 Dxe3 Exb2) 22...2b8 
23 Ha3 Kb4 Rajkovi¢-de Firmian, 
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VrSac 1983, with a strong initiative 
for the piece. 
16 ... Wf6 

White has an advantage after 
16...Ag77! 17 &xd4 cxd4 18 Bxd4 
Wxa5 19 @c4 We7 20 Be3 b5S 21 
Wd2 “c5 22 Ag4! Ruban-S.Garcia, 
Santa Clara 1991. 

16...52xe3 deserves attention: 17 
Wxe3 £5!7 18 £4.b5 (or 18...Ahf6 19 
Wd3 b5 20 axb6 “@xb6 21 Haal fxe4 
22 Adxe4 Abxd5 23 Axd5 Dxe4 24 
f5 with excellent compensation for 
the pawn, C.Hansen) 19 axb6 @xb6 
20 Kaal Wf6 = Ubilava-Anikaev, 
Minsk 1983. 

17 Wd3 De5 

17...$2xe3 gives White the initia- 
tive: 18 Wxe3 b5 19 axb6 Axb6 20 
Ka2 Df4 21 We3 + Griin-Cebalo, 
Plovdiv 1983. 


18 &xd4 &\xd3 
19 &xf6 “)xf6 
20 bi Had8 
21 Adil “\b4 
22 f3 Q\h5 = 


Karpman-Shabalov, Minsk 1990. 

D22) 15 gd4!? “Nhf6 
16 £3(D) 

Or: 

a) Black has a pleasant game af- 
ter 16 a5 h5!? 17 h3 hxg4 18 hxg4 
“e5 19 f3 Bc8, or 16 f4 hS 17 h3 
hxg4 18 hxg4 @b6!? 19 Sg2 (19 
a5 “fxd5!) 19...We7 20 Kael Wd7 
21 25 We4+ 22 Wxe4 Axed 23 Rel 
S&xc3 24 bxc3 Axa4 25 Sf3 £5 
F.Portisch-Lobron, Dortmund 1980. 

b) It is difficult for Black to 
equalize after 16 h3: 


bl) 16...h5?! 17 g5 Dh7 18 £4 
S.d4 19 Phil +. 

b2) 16...Wc7 17 2f4 Db6 18 
Wd3 Afd7 19 a5 Ac8 20 Ac4 Aes 
21 Rxe5 Rxe5 22 Axe5 (22 Aad 
§.d4 23 Hab1 We7 was level in Tuk- 
makov-Semeniuk, Tashkent 1977) 
22...&xe5 23 £4 with an obvious ad- 
vantage. 

b3) 16...2b8!? 17 £4 (Black has 
a simpler game after 17 a5 Wc7 18 
@g2 b5 19 axb6 Hxb6 20 Exa6 
Eeb8 21 Hxb6 Wxb6 22 Ac4 Wa6 
with compensation; Basin-Bystrov, 
Minsk 1987) 17...0e5 18 223 b5!? 
19 axb5 axb5 20 ®xb5 Wd7 21 “a3 
Exb2 22 Stxe5! Hxd2 23 Wxd2 
&\xe4 24 We2 Exe5 25 Hael f5 with 
some compensation, but White’s 
chances are preferable, Kapengut. 


E7 Wx7e7 
amar aks 


16 ... h6 


The alternatives do not equalize: 

a) 16...65?! 17 axbS axb5S 18 
Exa8 Wxa8 19 Wxb5 De5 20 g2 
h5!? 21 g5 @fd7 22 We2 Hb8 23 
&\d1 with an advantage to White; 
Schmidt-Foisor, Warsaw 1983. 

b) 16...h5?! 17 g5 Dh7 18 £4 Eb8 
19 Gh1 Db6 20 a5 “Wc8 21 Wd3 £6 


22 h4 with a clear plus for White; 
Van der Sterren-Witt, Baden-Baden 
1980. 

c) 16...Wc7 17 a5 bS 18 axb6 
S)xb6 19 Shi! Wb7 20 Xa3 Afd7 
21 Db3! + Schmidt-Foisor, Warsaw 
1983. 

d) 16..Bc8 17 @hl h6 18 g5! 
hxg5 19 &xg5 We7 20 f4 Wfs 21 
Rxf6 DAxf6 22 e5 with an attack, 
Kozul-Vlahovié, Novy Beéej 1986. 

17 &hil DNe5 

White has an easy game after 
17...b6?! 18 Bg] We7 19 g5 hxg5 20 
Rxg5 WE 21 Acd DhS 22 We2 
Hab8 23 Wh3 K.Grigorian-Pimo- 
nov, Moscow 1981, but 17...Wc7!? 
deserves attention, for example 18 
a5 b5 19 axb6 Axb6 20 Ha3 (20 
Exa6? EHxa6 21 Wxa6 Dbxd5!) 
20...a5 21 Hfal h5 22 g5 Dfd7 23 
Hla2 a424 pg? Ha5 = Vukic-Suba, 
Tuzla 1981. 

18 g5 

Black has fewer problems after 18 
Hel bS! 19 g5hxg5 20 &xg5 c4 21 
axb5 axb5 22 Hxa8 Wxa8 23 @xb5 
Wb8 24 a3 Wxb2 25 Daxc4 Axc4 
26 Wxc4 DhS5 with sufficient com- 
pensation for the pawn; Portisch- 
Kasparov, Moscow 1981. 

18 ... hxg5 
19 Rxg5 “\ed7 

Black succumbs to a powerful at- 
tack after 19...Wc7?! 20 2xf6! 2x6 
21 £4 Dd7 22 Weg2!. 


20 We2 b5!? 
21 axbS5 axb5 
22 Exa8 Wxa8 
23 “Axb5 Wbs 
24 a3 Wxb2 
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25 Gac4 Wb8 
26 Hbl We7 
27 f4it 
Kapengut. 
D3) il Rxf3 
In recent years this move has ac- 
quired great popularity. 
12 S&xf3(D) 


i: u 


rt 


Us 


| Pe We7 (D) 

I think that e7 is the best place for 
the queen in this variation. White’s 
chances are preferable after other 
moves: 

a) 12...R%e8 13 Hel Wc7 14 e5! 
dxe5 15 d6 Wb6 16 a5! Wb4 17 Ha4 
Wxb2 18 &d2 + Gligori¢-Cvitan, 
Yugoslav Ch 1982. 

b) 12...Wc7 13 Hel (13 a5 Abd7 
14 Had Bfe8 15 We2 h5! 16 Abl1!? 
b5 17 axb6 @xb6 18 Ha2 We7 19 
G\d2 “fd7 20 Hfal 2d4! © Skem- 
bris-Psakhis, Novi Sad OL 1982; 
21 Hxa6?! Hxa6 22 Exa6 does not 
work because of 22...25 23 2e3 
§2xe3 24 fxe3 g4 25 Re2 Dxd5!) 
13...Abd7 14 Wd2 De8 15 Regd! 
Ge5 16 Re2 £5 17 exf5 gxf5 18 a5+ 
Naumkin-Ruban, Norilsk 1987. 
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c) 12...Ae8 13 Wd2 (Black has a 
simpler game after 13 Wc2 “d7 14 
Se2 We7 15 a5 Ac7 16 Bfel Habs 
17 Ha4 b5 18 axb6 Exb6 19 Heal 
Efb8 20 S&cl AbS!? 21 Bxa6 Ad4 
with compensation for Black; Vel- 
ikov-Ermenkov, Albena 1983, but 
13 Se2!?2 deserves attention, e.g. 
13...Ad7 14 &g3 £5 15 exf5 gxf5 16 
R£4! De5 17 a5 with a small advan- 
tage; Hjartarson-Lobron, Reyk javik 
1984) 13...0d7!? (or 13...We7 14 
$.2¢5!9 We5 15 Efel Ad7 16 Had1 
&\c7 17 224! Ab6 18 Wel with in- 
itiative; Gligori¢-Barlov, Yugoslav 
Ch 1982) 14 Rg5 (14 Rh6?! Bc8 
15 b3 Rxh6 16 Wxh6 Wa5 = Wag- 
ner-Lobron, Bad WoGrishofen 1989) 
14...2f6 15 h4!? (more interesting 
than 15 &xf6 Dexf6 16 Re2 He8 17 
£3 Bc8 18 a5 c4 19 Wd4 Hc5! 20 
&xc4 Exa5 with equality; Gligor- 
i¢-Hulak, Subotica 1984) 15...Ag7 
16 Sg4 Se7 17 Rh3 c4 18 Wadd! 
with initiative; R6der-Lobron, Vi- 
enna 1991. 


A 


mae 
| a 


A i on Y 
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13 Hel 


The following continuations have 
also had practical tests: 


a) 13 Wc2 @bd7 14 Hael (nei- 
ther 14 b3 Hab8 15 a5 Hfe8 16 Hfel 
h6!? 17 h3 g5 18 Rd2 De5 19 Re2 
&\96 = Ksienski-Psakhis, Naleczow 
1980, nor 14 a5 WeS5 15 Re2 DAfd7 
16 Re3 g5!2 17 Wd2 g4 18 Phi 
@h8 19 £4 gxf3 20 gxf3 £5 Lukacs- 
Groszpeter, Kecskemet 1983, cre- 
ates problems for Black) 14...c4 15 
Se2 Hac8 16 &g5h617 &h4 25 18 
&g3 Hfe8 with more or less equal 
chances; Agzamov-Psakhis, Baku 
1979. 

b) 13 Wd2 Dbd7 14 a5 (White 
has no advantage in the event of 14 
Eael c4!? {14...He8 15 &Rg5! Rf6 
16 h4 Ac7 17 Re2 Habs 18 £4 with 
initiative; Rashkovsky- Kharitonov, 
Sochi 1979} 15 &d1 Hab8 16 Rc2 
b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 2h6 Rxh6 19 
Wxh6 b4204d1 Wd8 = Torre-Dol- 
matov, Manila 1982) 14...h5!? (an 
important move, which has not yet 
been seen in any publications; Black 
also has a reasonable game in the 
event of 14...Hab8 15 2e2 De8!? 16 
Ka4 4\c7) 15 h3 Bac8!? (15... ab8 
16 Ha2 “h7 17 Hel Hfe8 18 He2 
§.d4! 19 Ha4 Ahf6 = Ruban-Emms, 
Hastings 1991) 16 Bfel c4 17 Wa4!? 
(17 Ha4 De5 18 Me2 Afd7 19 Bxe5 
&\xe5 20 £4 &h6! with an unclear 
position) 17...Ae5 18 &xe5 Wxe5 
19 @b6 c3! 20 bxc3 Exc3 = Gaprin- 
dashvili-Madl, Smederevska Palan- 
ka 1987. 

c) 13 e5 (the most principled 
move, but not one which Black 
should fear, as with exact play he can 
even gain the initiative) 13...dxe5 
14 d6 We6 and now: 


cl) White is promised little af- 
ter 15 $225 Abd7!? (not 15...2\c6?! 
16 2xf6! Qxf6 17 Rxc6 bxc6 18 
S\e4 Efd8 19 We2 with advantage; 
Alburt-Kudrin, USA Ch 1983) 16 
&xb7 Ha7 (16...Hab8 is also not 
bad: 17 $2xa6 Exb2 18 2b5 Hb4 or 
17 2d5 Axd5 18 Dxd5 Bxb2 19 
Ste7 Hc8! 20 Ac7 We4! © Fedoro- 
wicz-Psakhis, Chicago 1983) 17 2£3 
h6 18 2e3 Hb& Nogueiras-Foisor, 
Tbilisi 1983, and Black’s position is 
at least no worse. 

c2) 15 Hel Abd7 16 &xb7 
ia7!? (again 16...Kab8 is not bad: 
17 &xa6 EHxb2 18 &b5 and now 
18...Ag4! with counterplay; is better 
than 18...8d8 19 Hcl! Wf5 20 Re3 
e421 &xd7! Exd7 22 h3 c4 23 He2 
+ Hyjartarson-de Firmian, Reykjavik 
1984) 17 $2c6!? (17 &£3 gives Black 
the initiative after 17...&b8! 18 Ad5 
Wxd6 19 2g5! Axd5 20 S2xd5 WF8 
+ Browne-D.Gurevich, New York 
1984) 17...Rc8 (17...2b8 deserves 
attention: 18 $223 Eb4! 19 Ad5 Bd4 
20 De7+ SF8 21 Dc8B! Hxd1 22 
Haxd1 Wb3 23 Axa7 Wb6 24 S2xd7 
G\xd7 25 Ac8 Web 26 He7 Wxa4 F 
Huss-Kindermann, Beersheba 1985 
or 18 Wd2 Hb6 19 Ad5 Axd5 20 
Suxd5 We8 21 2e3 Wb8 22 Habl a5 
with mutual chances; C.Hansen- 
Griinfeld, Thessaloniki OL 1984) 18 
Q\d5 @xd5 19 Sexd5 W6 20 Re3 
&£8! Browne. 

13: Hex Gbd7 (D) 
14 a5 

A logical move. White fixes the 
weakness of b6 and prepares to 
move the knight there. Black faces 
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no problems after 14 2g5 h6 15 
Sh4 De5 16 Me2 g517 Rg3 Dfd7 
18 Wc2 Ag6 = Christiansen-Per- 
enyi, Saint John 1988, or 14 h3 De8 
15 Wd2 Wc7 16 Re2 Hfe8 17 Lf 
Rd4!7 ~, 

The only serious alternative to the 
text move is perhaps 14 Wd2!?: 

a) 14...c4 15 We2 Hac8 16 We3 
Fedorowicz-D.Gurevich, New York 
1983, and now 16...Ac5!? deserves 
attention, with an unclear game. 

b) 14...Bac8 15 Re2c4 16 Rf 
G\e4 17 h3 DgeS 18 2g5 £6 (not 
18...2f67 19 Bh6 2g7 20 2xg7 
Bxe7 21 £4 +-) 19 Re3 Ac5 20 
Sxc5 Exc5 21 £4 DAf7 22 g3 with an 
advantage; Boénsch-Perenyi, Leip- 
zig 1988. 

c) 14..DHe8 15 2g5! Rf6 16 
Sh6 2g7 17 Sxg7 Sxg7 18 Re2 £6 
19 £4 &\c7 20 Had1 and White’s po- 
sition is again preferable; Browne- 
Wedberg, New York 1988. 

d) 14..Bab8 15 S&e2!? (playing 
15 Habl lets Black solve his prob- 
lems: 15...c4! 16 a5 Efc8 17 Da4 
Ge8 18 &e3 Ac7 19 Hbcl Ab5 20 
$2.24 c3! 21 bxc3 Bc4 22 2xd7 Bxa4 
with reasonable compensation for 
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the pawn; Kallai-Hardicsay, Hun- 
gary 1985) and now Black can play 
15...Xfc8!?2, when for 16 aS De8 see 
14 a5. Nor is it easy for White to gain 
an advantage after 15...®e8, for ex- 
ample 16 &f1!? (16 &Rg5 Lf6 17 h4 
&xg5 {stronger than 17...We5 18 
Ead1l @c7 19 Wel! &xg5 20 hxg5 
We7 21 £4 with initiative; Gavri- 
kov-Cebalo, VrSac 1985} 18 hxg5 
f6!7) 16...0c7 17 Bh1 Bfc8 18 2g3 
§.d4!? with quite a decent position. 

e) 14...Bfe8 15 h3 c4 (or 15...h5 
16 ®e2 Dh7 17 2g3 Rd4 = Mas- 
carinas-Antonio, Bacolod 1991) 16 
Ste2 Kac8 17 &f1 De5 18 Rh6 
&xh6 19 Wxh6 Wc7 is equal; Gli- 
gori¢-Suba, VrSac 1983. 

f) 14...h5!? 15 h3 (Black has no 
hint of a problem after 15 &2h6 Ae5 
16 Re2 Bxh6 17 Wxh6 Afg4 18 
Rxe4 (18 W4 £5!) 18...hxg4 Sa- 
hovié- Vera, Aosta 1989) 15...c4 16 
Re2 Hac8 17 a5 (17 Rf1 Bfe8 18 
§$h2 Ah7 = Gual-P.Cramling, Bar- 
celona 1989) 17...8fe8 18 2f1 Ah7 
19 Ha4 £5! 20 Exc4 (20 S2xc4 b5 21 
axb6 Dxb6 22 Rxa6 Bxc3! 23 bxc3 
Gxa4 24 2xc8 Exc8 25 exf5 Wf7 
26 fxg6 Wxg6 27 He6 Wb1+ 28 Gh2 
&\xc3 leads to unclear complica- 
tions) 20...&xc4 21 S2xc4 g5 22 Bh2 
f4 Van der Sterren-Psakhis, Tallinn 
1987, and Black has quite enough 
compensation for the pawn. 

Now we return to the main line af- 
ter 14 a5 (D): 

14 ... h5!? 

This move instantly solves several 
problems, freeing h7 for the knight, 
from where it can spring onto g5, 


Y 


and, very importantly, taking control 
of g4. You also come across: 

a) 14...He57! 15 Se2 Hfb8 (or 
15...8fe8 16 Ba4 +) 16 Wc2 b5 17 
axb6 Hxb6 18 Ha2 De8 19 Re3 25 
20 Heal Ac7 21 Wd2! with a clear 
advantage for White, W.Schmidt- 
Abramovié, NiS 1983. 

b) 14...Bfb8 15 Aa4 Be8 (15...b5 
16 axb6 @xb6 17 Axc5!? dxc5 18 
Rxb8 Hxb8 19 e5 is unsatisfactory 
for Black) 16 He3 Hab8 17 Hb1 WeS 
18 Re2 Wce7 19 b4 cxb4 20 Ab6 
with an edge for White; Baburin- 
Goldstern, Leukerbad 1992. 

c) 14..Bfd8 15 ®a4 Hab8& 16 
Ebl De5 17 RxeS5 Wxe5 18 b4 £ 
Browne-D.Gurevich, Estes Park 
1984. 

d) 14...h6 15 @a4 Dh7 16 Rg4! 
(if only the pawn had been on h5!) 
16...Ae5 17 Ab6 Had8 18 Hb1 Bfe8 
19 g3 h5 20 &h3 + Wojtkiewicz- 
Veli¢kovi¢é, Komotini 1993. 

e) 14...He8 15 Wd2 (15 Ba4!? 
also deserves attention: 15...A\c7 16 
$2.24! De5 17 Ab6 Had8 18 2h3 
Da8 19 Rxe5! Lxe5 20 Ac4 with 
advantage; Ehlvest-Minasian, New 
York 1993) 15...&b8 (or 15...2c7 16 


2p5! 26 17 Axf6 Wxf6 18 Re4 
Ge5 19 Re2 g5 20 Ha3! and White’s 
position is the more promising, 
Browne-D.Gurevich, USA Ch 1984) 
16 Re2 Ac7 17 Rg5 Rf6 18 Rxf6 
Gxf6 19 Sc4! b5 20 axb6 Exb6 21 
f4 with initiative; Christiansen-Ku- 
drin, USA Ch 1984. 

f) 14...Bac8!? 15 Wd2 (in Litin- 
skaya-Madl, Thessaloniki OL 1988, 
the game equalized after 15 “a4 c4 
16 Hcl h5! 17h3 Dh7 18 Wd2 W6 
=) 15...h5 16 h3 c4 17 Da4 DeS 18 
S2xe5 Wxe5 19 Ab6 c3! = Wagner- 
Tolnai, Balatonbereny 1988. 

g) 14...Kabs: 

gl) After 15 Wd2 Black usually 
replies 15...&fc8 (White has a small 
advantage after 15...0e8 16 ®e2 
Gc7 17 Sug5! £6 {17...82f6!7} 18 
Re3 b5 19 axb6 Exb6 20 Ha2 Hfb8 
21 Wc2 Gaprindashvili-Armas, Ber- 
lin 1988, but 15...hS!? deserves at- 
tention) 16 2e2 De8 (16...h5 is not 
bad here either, forexample 17 225 
Wf8 18h3 De8 19 £4 &d4+ 20 Shi 
Gef6 21 Had He8 with mutual 
chances; Pavlovi¢-S.Kovaéevi¢, Yu- 
goslav Ch 1991) 17 &g5 (Black has 
no problems in the event of 17 224 
bS 18 axb6 Exb6 19 e5 dxe5 20 
Sxd7 Wxd7 21 Bxe5 Rxe5 22 
Exe5 “d6 with equality; Naumkin- 
Nun, Namestovo 1987) 17...Wf8 18 
g3 Ac7 19 Re3 b5 = Sahovié-Ce- 
balo, Yugoslavia 1986. 

22) 15 Dad: 

g21) White keeps his initiative af- 
ter 15...De8 16 Bb1 Ac7 17 b4 cxb4 
18 Bxb4 AbS 19 Wd2 Hfc8 20 Rg4 
Browne-Cebalo, Taxco IZ 1985. 
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g22) White’s advantage is tangi- 
ble after 15...&fe8 16 Wd2 Ae5 17 
Rxe5! Wxe5 18 Ab6 We7 19 &5! 
Browne-Kudrin, USA Ch 1984. 
g23) As usual 15...h5!? deserves 
attention, e.g. 16 h3 Ae5 17 Ab6 (17 
Rxe5!7) 17...Afd7 18 Axd7 Axd7 
= Teo-Kindermann, Dubai OL 1986. 
224) 15...De5 16 &xe5 Wxe5 17 
Eb1 @d7 18 b4 Wd4 with equality; 
Browne-D.Gurevich, USA Ch 1985. 
h) 14...Bfe8 (D): 


12 8 
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h1) 15 h3 h5 16 Xbl (16 2g5 
Ws 17 Wd2 @h7 18 dl b5 19 
axb6 Axb6 20 Rc2 Afd7 21 Ha2 
Eeb8 22 We2 Wh8!? = Portisch-Tol- 
nai, Hungarian Ch 1991; the black 
queen occupies a somewhat ex- 
travagant, but reasonable position) 
16...Ah7 17 Wd2 Wf6 18 a4 25 19 
2.23 W 26 with an interesting game; 
Piket-Spraggett, Oviedo rpd 1992. 

h2) 15 Wd2 and now: 

h21) 15...Bac8 16 Se2!? (inter- 
esting possibilities appear for Black 
in the event of 16 @a4 h5 17 Hacl 
Qh7 18 h3 W6 19 Bc4 {19 b37! 
25!7 20 2e3 Wg6 = Paulsen-Foisor, 
Berlin 1987) 19...g5 20 2h2 We6 
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21 Rd1! 2d4 22 &c2 WeS Browne- 
Foisor, New York 1988) 16...W£8 17 
Ka4 h6 18 &e3 &c7 19 £3 Gavrikov- 
Foisor, Nimes 1991, and White has a 
small but stable advantage. 

h22) 15...h5!? 16 h3 (Black need 
not fear the variation 16 “a4 We5 17 
&\b6 Had8 18 Bg5 Ded7!? 19 Ac4 
4\e5 Browne-Stefansson, New York 
1988) 16...Ah7!? 17 Ha3 Wf! 18 
Dad 519 Qh2 We6 20 dl! Rd4 
21 Sc2 We5 with mutual chances; 
Hjartarson-Suba, Manila OL 1992. 

15 Dad!? 

Interesting complications occur- 
red in Gligori¢-Psakhis, Sarajevo 
1986: 15 g3 Hab8 (15...0e8!7) 16 
G\a4 Ge8 (White is well prepared 
for 16...b5, viz. 17 axb6 @xb6 18 e5! 
with initiative) 17 Hcl Wd8! (again 
17...b5? 18 axb6 Axb6 19 Axc5! g5 
20 &xa6 doesn’t work; 17...2\c7? is 
also bad due to 18 @xc5! @”xc5 19 
Exc5 dxc5 20d6 with a decisive ad- 
vantage) 18 Wd2 (18 &d2 2d4! ~) 
18...b5 19 axb6 Axb6 20 Axc5!? 
dxc5 21 &xb8 Wxb8 22 Bxc5 Ad6 
and the position which arises is not 
easy to evaluate. 

White also has nothing after 15 e5 
dxe5 16 d6 We6 17 &xb7 Ha7 (or 
17...Kab8 18 2xa6 with a minimal 
advantage) 18 $2£3 Hb8! 19 Wd2 (19 


Se3?! is weaker: 19...2f8! 20 Xe2 
Rxd6 21 Hd2 Rf8 = Tukmakov- 
Psakhis, Sochi 1987) 19...2f8 20 
Kadi Wxd6 21 Wxd6 2xd6 22 
Exd6 exf4 with an unclear game, 
Tukmakov. 
j ar {Nh7 (D) 

Also possible: 15...0e8 16 Hcl 
Wd8!? (or 16...g5 17 Rd2 g4 18 
Re2 Wxe4 19 2xa6 Wxd5 20 2b5 
Gef6 21 &c3 Magerramov-Moi- 
seev, USSR 1986, and White has suf- 
ficient compensation for the pawn) 
17 Rd2 Rd4 18 b4 W6 © Moiseev. 


x pur en 
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a 


a 


16 Rd2 


gs 
17 g3 Gxf3+ 
with an equal position; Beliavsky- 
Psakhis, USSR Ch (Minsk) 1987. 
In the majority of variations Black 
experiences no difficulties, and this 
explains the popularity of 10...224. 
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(A76) 


1 d4 Df6 2.45 3d5e6 4 Ac3 exdS 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 £67 DF3 2e7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 He8 

10 We2(D) 
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10 &d2!? (A77) is significantly 
stronger than the text move, which 
has practically fallen out of use re- 
cently, as achieving equality after it 
does not create huge problems for 
Black. 

10 ... G\a6!? 

Probably the strongest move, as it 
forces White to avoid using this vari- 
ation. 

a) White has a better game after 
10...b6?! 11 Hel ®a6 12 2b5 He7 
13 QF4. 

b) 10...a6 11 a4 Abd7 is quite 
possible, for example 12 2£4 We7 
13 Ad2 (13 Bfel!? h6 14 h3 g5 15 
Rd2 DeS5 16 AxeS5 Wxe5 17 Habl 


B 


b6 18 b4 with a minimal advantage; 
Azmaiparashvili-Sideif Zade, Dne- 
propetrovsk 1980) 13...ae5 14 h3 
Qh5 (14...h6 15 Kad1 g5 is weaker 
because of the response 16 &xe5! 
Wxe5 17 @c4 We7 18 e5 dxe5 19 d6 
Wd8 20 a5 + Makogonov-Sideif- 
Zade, Baku 1975) 15 S2h2 f5 16 
Eael Wh4 17 f4 Agd 18 AF3 Rd4+ 
19 4)xd4 cxd4 © Kapengut. 

c) 10..2g4 11 Bel a6 12 a4 
GYbd7 13 2£4 We7 14 aS Rxf3!7 15 
&xf3 He7 also deserves attention. 

11 Hel 

Others: 

a) Black is completely in order 
after 11 &g5 h6 (or 11...Ac7 12 
Q\d2 EKb8 13 a4 b6 14 Ac4 Ba6 ~) 
12 2h4 Db4 13 Whl g5 14 Rg3 
Gh5 (here the combination analo- 
gous to Tal’s famous one does not 
work: 14...Axe4? 15 Dxe4 RF5 16 
G\fd2 @xd5 because of 17 2b5! He7 
18 @f6+ winning for White) 15 a3 
G\xg3 16 fxg3 Da6 17 Ad2 Ac7 18 
G\c4 Bf8 19 Sh1 b5!? = (Kapengut). 

b) After 11 a3 Black has several 
ways to get areasonable game: 

bl) 11...82g4 arouses interest: 12 
S.£4 0417 (12...Nh5?! 13 Bg5 £6 14 
.d2 £5 15 h3 fxe4 16 hxg4 exf3 17 
Sxf3 DAL6 18 g5 + Hort-Nicevski, 
Skopje 1968 is poor, but Ni¢evski’s 
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suggestion is interesting: 12...We7!? 
13 RbS Rxf3 14 Rxe8 Rxe4 15 
G\xe4 Wxe4 16 Wxe4 Axe4 17 Rad 
c4 18 2c2 Wac5 with excellent com- 
pensation) 13 Rxc4 Rxf3 14 gxf3 
Q@h5 15 &g3 Re5 again with a good 
game for the pawn; Reshevsky-Ni- 
€evski, Skopje 1976. 

b2) 11...0c7 12 Hel (Black has 
no problems in the event of 12 @\d2 
a6 13 a4 Hb8 14 a5 Rd7 15 Dc4 
&Yb5 16 AxbS5 Rxb5 = Vukovic- 
Matulovi¢, Yugoslavia 1960, or 12 
Ed1?! 2g4 13 Rg5h6 14 Bh4 g5 
15 2g3 Ah5 16 h3 Dxg3 17 fxg3 
Sd7 18 a4 We7 19 Rd3 Dab F 
Klasup-Tal, Riga 1959) 12...b5!? 
(12...2b8 13 S£4b5 14 b4 Axe4!? 
15 Wxe4 RFS 16 DAfd2 Axd5 17 
Rxd6 Rxal 18 Bxal Wxd6 19 
Gxd6 &xc2 20 Axe8 Exe8 21 
S&xb5 Hd8 22 Afl cxb4 23 axb4 
&\xb4 24 Exa7 and the mutual de- 
struction has led to a dead drawn po- 
sition; Veksler-Shestoperov, Omsk 
1973) 13 &xb5 Axb5 14 ADxb5 
G&xd5 15 Kd1 2a6 16 Axd6 Wxd6 
17 Hxd5 We7 Boleslavsky, with ex- 
cellent play for the pawn. 

c) After 11 S.£4 (D): 

cl) 11...Nh5 12 Bg5 £6 13 Re3 
f5 14 Rg5 D6 15 RbS5 Rd7 16 
S.xd7 Wxd7 17 exf5 gxf5 18 2xf6 
Rxf6 19 De2 Ab4 20 Wd2 t, 
Gliksman-JanoSevié, Sarajevo 1969. 

c2) 11...%g4 deserves attention, 
e.g. 12h3 Rxf3 13 Rxf3 Wb6 14 b3 
(after 14 a3. c4! 15 Da4 We7 16 Wc3 
Wd7 17 2e2 Hac8, as in Donner- 
Nunn, Anglo-Dutch match 1977, the 
initiative passes to Black) 14...2\d7 


ae ais” 


15 a3 Hac8! 16 Hacl Ab4 17 Wd2 
Gab =. 

c3) 11...Ab4 is possible. After 12 
Wb1 Black may reply: 

c31) 12...2g4!7 13 a3 Da6 14 
Kel c4!? 15 &xc4 (15 h3? Rxf3 16 
Rxf3 Ac5 17 He2 Ab3 F) 15...xf3 
16 gxf3 DhS 17 Bg3 Re5 18 Lb5 
Ef8 with sufficient compensation. 

c32) 12...Ah5 13 B25 f6 14 Re3 
(Black should not fear 14 2h4 @f4 
15 Bc4 Rg4 16 Ad2 Wc8 17 Rg3 
Sh6, or 14 Rd2 £5 15 Dg5 f4! 16 
Ge6 {16 Rxh5? Wxg5)} 16...2xe6 
17 dxe6 S&e5 18 Ad5 Ac6 with an 
interesting game) 14...f{5 15 a3 (15 
&b57! fxe4 16 Bxe8 exf3 17 Rb5 
fxg2 18 Rdl 2£5 F Cirié, or 15 2g5 
46 16 Rb5 Sd7 { 16...fxe4!? 17 
GNxe4 Rf5} 17 exf5 Bxb5 18 Axb5 
Wd7 = Cvetkovié-Mini¢, Yugoslavia 
1972) 15...fxe4 (15...£47! 16 2xc5!? 
&xd5 17 @xd5 dxc5 18 Hdl + 
R.Marié) 16 Ag5 (or 16 Axe4 2F5; 
16 axb4 exf3 17 S&xf3 cxb4 =) 
16...A\d3 17 2xh5 (17 Agxe4 Dxb2! 
18 Ha2 2f5 F Cirié) 17...gxh5 18 
&\cxe4 (capturing with the other 
knight changes things a little: 18 
&exe4 c4 19 Wdl (19 R257! Wb6 


20 Af6+ Lxf6 21 Rxf6 Hf8 F Por- 
tisch} 19...8£5 with an edge for 
Black) 18...c4! 19 Wd1 (or 19 Wc2?! 
h6 20 Wxc4 We5 21 We2 hxg5 22 
S\xg5 Wf6 23 Wh7+ Sf8 24 Wxh5 
W26 + Ree-Tringov, Titovo UzZice 
1967) 19...824 20 Wd2 h6 21 Ae6 
Sixe6 22 dxe6 Exe6 with a more 
promising position for Black, Tatai- 
Bouaziz, Siegen OL 1970. 
11... Rg 

Others: 

a) 11...Ab4 12 Wb3 (for 12 Wb1 
$24 13 2£4 see note ‘a’ to Black’s 
12th) 12...824 13 2g5 (13 a3 is not 
dangerous: 13...2xf3 14 gxf3 Da6 
15 Wxb7 Ac7 16 2g5h6 17 Bh4 g5 
18 $2¢3 Ah5 with standard compen- 
sation for the pawn) 13...h6 14 S2h4 
95 15 2g3 Qxf3 16 Qxf3 Ad3!7 17 
Ee3 De5 18 S2xe5 Exe5 19 Wxb7 
Eb8 20 Wxa7 Exb2 21 h3 +. 

b) 11...0c7 12 2f4 (12 R17! 
p4 =) 12...Dh5 13 2g5 £614 Qh4 
O\E4 15 Sc4 Wd7!? (15...a6 16 a4 g5 
17 &g3 DAg6 18 a5 + Portisch-Jano- 
Sevic, Skopje 1968) 16 2g3 Ans! 
17 a4 @xg3 18 hxg3 a6 19 a5 Bb8 
leads to equality, Kapengut. 

12 Rf4(D) 

Black is fine after 12 a3 c4! 13 
Re3 Bc8 14 Had1 @c5, whilst 12 
225h6 13 Rh4 Rxf3 14 Vxf3 c4! 
15 Re2 Hc8 gives himthe initiative; 
Kluger-Matulovi¢c, Sombor 1968. 

12 ... c4! 

Anexcellent move, freeing Black 
from all his problems. Other moves 
are less convincing: 
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a) 12...ab4 13 Wbl Dh5 14 Bg5 
Rf6 (or 14...f6 15 &2d2! £5 16 h3 
fxe4 17 hxg4 exf3 18 &xf3 Bxel+ 
19 Wxel ®f6 20 g5 + Filip-Jano- 
Sevi¢é, Wijk aan Zee 1970) 15 2e3 c4 
16 a3 Rxf3 17 axb4 Rxe2 18 Hxe2 
a6 19 94! Ag7 20 Wce2 + Nemet- 
Doda, Stip 1978. 

b) 12..Ah5 13 Re5 V6 14 Re3 
(14 $2d2?! c4! 15 Rxc4 Rxf3 16 
gxf3 S2e5 + Buki¢) 14...c4 (in the 
game Nemet-Rogulj, Yugoslavia 
1979, Black obtained a bad position 
after 14...A\b4 15 Wd2 c4?! 16 S2xc4 
&xf3 17 gxf3 Dab 18 De2! +) 15 
G\d2! 2xe2 16 Hxe2 Ab4 17 Whi +. 


13 S&xc4 Rxf3 
14 gxf3 DS 
15 2g3 Res 
16 2fl 


Or 16 $2xa6 bxa6 17 He2 WF6 18 
£4 *xf4 19 Axf4 Bxf4 with an un- 
clear position; Nemet-Gobet, Biel 
1983. 

16 ... W6 

Nemet-Rogulj, Karlovac 1979. 
Black has excellent compensation 
for the pawn. 
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1d4 Df6 204.535 e6 4 Dc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 267 Df3 27 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 Ze8 10 Ad2 (D) 
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We have ascertained that 10 Wc? is 
not dangerous for Black. He is pre- 
sented with much greater difficulties 
after the natural move 10 @d2, 
which is the subject of the final three 
chapters of this book. White pre- 
pares now to defend the e4-pawn 
permanently by moving the pawn to 
f3. The knight is already prepared to 
move to c4, and it is far more diffi- 
cult in this variation for Black to cre- 
ate counterplay. 


10 ... “\bd7 (D) 
10...2\a6 is considered under sec- 
tions A78 and A79. 


The passive 10...d7?! allows 
White seizes the initiative without 
problems, for example 11 a4 @a6 12 


£3 Ab4 (12...h5!7) 13 DAc4 We7 14 
Ri4 Rf8 15 g4! + Polugaevsky- 
Wedberg, Haninge 1988. 

Black plays 10...b6 (or 10...a6 11 
a4 b6 — see ‘c31’) noticeably more 
often: 

a) 11 £4!7 is not bad: 11...8a6 12 
a4 Sxe2 13 Wxe2a6 14 c4 Ha7 15 
Wf3 with a small advantage. 

b) 11 £3 Ah5!?(11...2a6 12 Rxa6 
Gxa6 13 c4 Wd7 14 a4 @c7 15 
RE4 RB 1624+) 12 Ac4 Rd4+ 13 
Ph1 Rab 14 g4 Do7 15 RE4 Rxc4 
16 &xc4 a6 17 a4 g5! «© Tatai-Mari- 
otti, Rome 1977. 

c) 11 a4 with three options for 
Black: 

cl) 11...8a6 does not lead to 
equality: 12 £3 Ab4 13 Ac4 Rab 
(13...a6 14 Rf4 VfB 15 g4! +) 14 
Qb5!? Bxb5 15 axb5 Dh5 16 g4! 
Lali¢-Delmont, Belfort 1989. 

c2) 11...$2a6 12 $b5!? (12 2xa6 
&\xa6 13 f3 is not bad either, but 13 
Eel @d7 14 a5?! DeS5 15 axb6 
Wxb6 = Schmidt-Romanishin, In- 
donesia 1983, is less convincing) 
12...2xb5 13 axb5 Abd7 14 We2 +. 

c3) 11...a6: 

c31) 12 £4!? leads to an interest- 
ing game with possibilities for both 
sides, e.g. 12...Ha7 (12...Abd7 13 
Rf3 Eb8 14 Ac4 We7 15 Wb3 +) 13 


Rf3 Hae7 14 Wc4 (if 14 Hel then 
14...b5!? is possible: 15 axb5 axb5 
16 Axb5 a6 17 Ac3 Kd3 with 
compensation) 14...@)xe4!? 15 @xe4 
Exe4 16 S&xe4 Exe4 17 Wb3 R24 
18 Re3 Re2 19 We2 Bxc4 20 Wxe2 
Ee4, Kapengut, with reasonable 
compensation for the exchange. 
c32) 12 We2 Abd7 13 £4!7 (af- 
ter 13 Ac4 HAeS 14 Axe5 Bxe5 15 
Rf4 He8 16 h3 Ha7 17 Hael Hae7 
the position is equal, whilst 13 Ha3 
is examined via the move-order 
10...abd7 11 a4 a6 12 Ha3 b6 13 
Weo2) 13...2b8 14 Ph (accuracy is 
demanded of White: 14 Bb1 7?! c4! 15 
Phi {15 &xc4 b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 
G&xb5 Exb5 18 Rxb5 Whb6+) 
15...b65 16 axb5 axb5 and Black is al- 
ready better) 14...Wc7 15 &c4!? 
G\e4 16 Wd3 &d4 17 @d!1 and 
White’s position 1s preferable. 
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Now we shall focus on: 
A) 11 Wc2 

B) 11 h3 

C) 11 a4 


Other ideas: 
a) 11 £4!? transposes to A69. 
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b) 11 Ghl HeS5 12 £4 (12h3 g5is 
equal) 12...Aeg4 13 BF3 (13 Ac4? 
4\xe4! and not 14 &xg4? Rxe4 15 
Wxe4 because of 15...Af2+ and 
Black wins) 13...Ah5 14 Wel £5, 
Zaltsman-Lobron, New York 1983, 
and Black has the initiative. 

c) 11 £3 a6 12 a4 (12 Dc4 Abb 
13 De3 DhS!? 14 £4 Wxc3!? 15 
bxc3 “f6 is not dangerous for 
Black, Gligori¢) and now: 

cl) 12...Wc7 deserves attention, 
for example 13 Wb3 (13 Ac4 Abb 
14 Da3 2d7 15 Wb3 xa4!? 16 
&xa4 b5 17 Wc3 b4 =) 13...He5 14 
a5 EHb8 15 @d1 “hS = Tukmakov- 
Tal, USSR Ch (Moscow) 1969. 

c2) 12..He5 13 Bh1 (Black has 
an easy game after 13 Wc2 hS5! 
14 £4 Dg 15 DF3 £5! 16 exf5 RLxf5 
17 2d3 Rxd3 18 Wxd3 c4 19 We2 
b5! + Peev-Mi.Tseitlin, Pamporovo 
1977, or 13 Dc4 Axc4 14 Rxc4 
Gd7 15 a5 We5 16 Re2 b5S 17 axb6 
Wxb6 = Cuellar-G.Garcia, Bogota 
1979) 13...&b8 14 %c4 (Black also 
should not fear 14 Ka3 d7 15 
Eb3 We7 16 Dc4 Axc4 17 Rxc4 
I.Farago-Velimirovi¢é, Banja Luka 
1981, as now he could continue 
17...8xa4!? 18 Dxa4 bS 19 Re2 
bxa4 20 Exb8 Wxb8 21 Wxa4 
&)xd5! =) 14...Axc4 15 &2xc4 Ad7 
16 Se3 £5 17 Wd2 DeS5 18 Re2 Af7 
= J.Benjamin-Nunn, England 1979. 

d) 11 Hel WeS 12 fl (for 12 a4 
see 11 a4 We5) 12...a6 13 a4 h5 14 
h3 (14 £4 Deg4) 14...Bb8 15 We2 
Qh7 16 £4 Ad7 17 We3 Wh4 was 
unclear in Bouaziz-Plaskett, Bahrain 
1990. 
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A) 11 We2 De5!? (D) 


Black also has reasonable counter- 
chances after other continuations: 

a) 11...2b6!? can give Black in- 
teresting play: 

al) 12a4 @fxd5! 13 exd5 2xc3 
14 bxc3 (14 &2b5?! Rxd2 15 Vxe8 
Rxcl 16 &xf7+ @xf7 17 Wxcl 
@xd5 +) 14...Bxe2 15 c4 W6!? 16 
Rb2 2517 Wb3 We7 18 Wc3 f6 is 
unclear. 

a2) 12 Hel Dg! 13 Afl f5 ~ 

a3) 12 Wb3!? 224 13 2b5 2d7 
14 a4 Eb8 15 Re2 a6 16 Hel We7 
was unclear in Dydyshko-Kopion- 
kin, Katowice 1992. 

a4) 12 &b5 Rd7 13.24 Bxb5 14 
Qxb5 (14 axb5!?) 14...a6 15 Wc3 
Gfd7 16 a5 @c8, as in Polugaevsky- 
Mecking, Lucerne Ct 1977, is equal. 

b) 11...a6 12 “c4 (for 12 a4!? see 
11 a4 a6) 12...Ab6 13 He3 Bb8 14 
a4 We7 15 £3 Dfd7 16 Zel Da8 17 
a5 “\c7 = Goldin-Arbakov, Moscow 
1981. 

c) 11...Ah5 (an interesting idea, 
which became fashionable after 
Spassky-Fischer, Reykjavik Wch 
(3) 1972) 12 S&xh5 gxh5 and now: 

cl) 13 b3 De5 14 Rb2 Rd7 15 
Kael Wh4 16 A®d1 (16 He3!? de- 
serves attention, but 16 £47! is no 
good because of 16...Ag4 17 Af3 
Rd4+ 18 Gh1 “Af2+ 19 Bxf2 Wxf2 
20 Wb1!? {20 Wc1?! &h3! 21 Bel 
@f8 F Polugaevsky-Nunn, Skara 
Echt 1980} 20...2£5 21 Bfl 2xe4 
22 Axe4 Wxb2 23 Wd3 with a small 
advantage to Black) 16...Wf4 17 
Rc1 (17 g3?? Wxd2 —+ loses, and 


17 De3 b5! 18 a4 a6 19 £3 Dd3! 20 
Wxd3 $2xb2 favours Black; Rajna: 
Flesch, Pecs 1980) 17...2h6 18 @b2 
Ph8! 19 £3 (19 DAdc4? DF3+! —+) 
19... g8, Kapengut, and Black has a 
very active game. 

c2) 13 Ac4 DeS 14 We3 (14 
Gxe5 Bxe5 15 f4 2d4+ 16 Shi 
&.d7 ~) and Black faces an important 
decision: 

c21) White gains some advan- 
tage after 14...Wh4 15 De2!? (15 
$.d2?! Ag4 16 Axg4 hxg4 17 £47! 
Wf6 18 g3?! {18 $g3!7) 18...2d7 
19 a4 b6 + Spassky-Fischer, Reyk- 
javik Wch (3) 1972) 15...dg4 16 
4\xg4 hxg4 17 DAg3 Re5 18 Rd2 +. 

c22) 14...Ag4!? has not been 
seen since in practice, and deserves 
attention. 
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12 b3 
12 a4!? is probably stronger, and 

will be examined under 11 a4 Ae5 
12 We2. On the other hand, 12 f4 is 
weak: 12...Aeg4 13 DF3 AhS5 14 h3 
Qh6 15 Bh2 £5 16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 
Ag4+! 18 hxg4 fxg4 19 Rg5 Rxe5+ 
with an advantage to Black. 

2) ed Of g4!? 


White’s chances are better after 
12...We7 13 2b2 2d7 14 Kael g5 
15 2b5 DhS 16 Rxd7 Wxd7 17 
4\d1 + Ftaénik-Tisdall, Arhus 1983, 
but 12...g5!9, which is standard in 
such positions, deserves attention, 
for example 13 &b2 Ag6 14 Kael 
Of4 15 2b5 Hf8 16 a4 a6 17 Rc4 
G\e4 18 De2!? Ae5 = Lein-Plaskett, 
Hastings 1982. 


13 h3 Ah6 
14 f4 

14 2b2 is met by 14...f5. 
14 ... Deg! 
15 Df 


And not 15 hxg4? 2d4+ 16 32 
Wh4. 
1S: 4s Was 
16 2d2 
Thecomplications after 16 e5 2£5 
17 Wd2 (17 &d3 &xd3 18 Wxd3 
dxe5! 19 hxg4 e4) 17...dxe5 18 hxg4 
exf4 19 S&b2 @xg4, as in Panczyk- 
Kindermann, Polanica Zdroj 1984, 
favour Black. 


16... “e3 
17 2xe3 Wxc3 
18 Wxc3 Axc3 
19 Hacl 2b2 
20 Hc2 Exe4 
21 &xc5 dxc5 
22 Exb2 Exf4 


and Black has a wonderful game. 
B) 11 h3!? 


White plans to answer the knight 
move to e5 by playing f4. 
11 ... g5 
For 11...a6 12 a4, see line C11. 
12 Dc4 
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Or 12 a4 De5 13 Af3 Axf3+ 
(13...g4 also deserves attention: 14 
axe5 Exe5 15 Rf4 He8 with an un- 
clear game; Toth-Kindermann, Biel 
1986) 14 2xf3 and now: 

a) 14...0d7?! is weak: 15 &g4! 
De5 16 Rxc8 Exc8 17 WhS + Hen- 
ley-Griinfeld, Lone Pine 1981. 

b) 14...Be5 15 &e2 Axe4 16 £4 
&\xc3 17 bxc3 gxf4 18 Rxf4 He8 
(White also has the initiative in the 
event of 18...Wh4?! 19 S2d3 2d7 20 
Wf3 Bf8 21 &xeS Rxe5S 22 Habl 
Van der Sterren-Griinfeld, Amster- 
dam 1982) 19 2d3 £5 20 WhS Hf8 
21 Hael c4!?22 Bxc4 2d7 23 Kgs 
* McCambridge-Fedorowicz, New 
York 1984. 

c) 14...h5 15 Hbl (Beliavsky- 
Gavrikov, USSR 1978) and after 
15...€\d7!? the game is unclear. 


12 ai “\xe4 
13 Dxe4 Exe4 
14 2d3 


Black also has reasonable chances 
to equalize after 14 @xd6 Hd4 15 
We2 Bxd5!? (White has a small ad- 
vantage after 15...Qb6 16 Axc8 
Exc8 17 Se3 Bb4 {17...Bxd5 18 
£3 Hd7? 19 Bg4) 18 Bed! Bxb2 
{or 18...8c7 19 Had1 &2d4 20 b3 
Qxd5 21 2d2 Bb6 22 a5 Pod- 
gaets-Zheliandinov, USSR 1977} 19 
Wel Bc7 20 Rxg5 Wxd5 21 Hdl 
Rd4 22 Re3 DAc4 23 Rxd4 cxd4 24 
&f3 Lahav-Psakhis, Tel Aviv 1990) 
16 Axc8 DeS 17 Wb3 Exc8 18 
Wxb7 Hc7 19 Wb3 Ad3 ~ Kapen- 
gut. 

14... Eh4 
The exchange sacrifice 14...2d4 
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15 Re3 Hxc4 16 Rxc4 Lxb?2 is in- 
sufficient: 17 Hbl S227 18 £4! We7 
19 Wd3 Raitevic-Dizdarevié, Yu- 
goslavia tt 1989. 
15 xd6 
16 Df5 
The game Langeweg-Psakhis, Sa- 
rajevo 1981, ended unexpectedly 
quickly: 16 @xc8? Bd4 17 We2 
Exd3 18 £4 gxf4 —+. 
16 ... &\xd3! 
Much stronger than 16...2xf5 17 
Sxf5 WE6 18 Wo2 2419 hxg4 Axg4 
20 &£4 DeS 21 &Rg3 Bh5 22 Bh3 
A\f3+ 23 gxf3 Bxh3 24 bg? Bhs 25 
Hh1+Rumiantsev-Peshina, Vilnius 
1979. 
17 Wxd3 
Black need not fear 17 @xh4?! 
Wxd5 18 Af3 h6, with compensa- 
tion. 


Be5 


UP cass c4 
18 Weg3 
18 We2 is met by 18...2xf5 19 
Wxf5 Bd4. 


18... Rxf5 
19 Rxg5 Kg! 
20 hxg4 Wxe5 
21 gxf5 Wxg3 
22 fxg3 Rxb2 


The chances are roughly even. 
C) 11 a4 (D) 


The most popular move; White se- 
cures the c4-square in anticipation of 
the knight’s arrival there, and pre- 
pares active play on the queenside. 

Black has investigated two moves 
intensively, both in theory and in 
practice: 


C1) 11...a6 
C2) 11...He5 


First we should investigate the 
possibilities after 11...g5: 

a) It is not easy for White to find 
an advantage after 12 h3 h6 13 f4 
gxf4 14 Bxf4 De5 15 Ha3 Dg6 16 
Efl b6 17 S2b5 He7 18 Wf3 a6 19 
Se2 Hb8, Magerramov-Kasparov, 
Baku 1979. 

b) 12 @c4!?2? Axed 13 Axed 
Exe4 14 Axd6 (14 2d3 Hh4!? 15 93 
Ed4 16 Re3 Exc4! 17 Bxc4 Rxb2 
18 Hbl 227 19 f4 exf4 20 Rxf4 
Wf6! 21 Gh1 b6 22 Wh5 Wd4 gives 
Black the initiative; I.Farago-Suba, 
Belgrade 1984) 14...2d4 15 Wc2! (a 
stronger move than 15 Wb3?! @b6 
16 a5 @xd5 17 Axc8 Bxc8 18 Wxb7 
Ec7 19 Wb3 c4 20 Weg3 h6 F Bon- 
chev-Mi.Tseitlin, Pamporovo 1977) 
15...Bxd5!? (15..0b6 16 Axc8 
Exc8 17 &e3 Hb4 18 a5 Axd5 19 
Eadl S2d4 20 &c4 Hernandez- 
Stoica, Polanica Zdroj 1983, favours 
White) 16 Axc8 We5 with an un- 
clear game. 

c) 12 Zel!? DF8 13 Bb5 Be7 14 
a5!? (Black has a good game in the 


event of 14 Af3 g4 15 Dh4 a6 16 
Sc4 We8 17 Wd3 DAh5!? 18 wg5 
He5 19 £4 Exg5 20 fxg5 Af4 Tuk- 
makov-Suba, Las Palmas IZ 1982, 
but 14 fl arouses interest, for ex- 
ample 14...a6 15 &d3 h6 16 ®e3 
G\g6 17 Ac4 Aga 18 Se2!? Dd4e5 
19 Dxe5 Rxe5 20 Sg4 + Pinter) 
14...a6 15 S2d3 h6 16 Dc4 Dg6 17 
f\a4! Hb8 18 Aab6 He8 19 2d2 
with a small advantage; Pinter-Suba, 
Warsaw Z 1987. 


C1) 11 ... a6 
There are now three main lines: 
C11) 12h3 
C12) 12 Ha3 
C13) 12 Wc2 


Other moves deserve attention 
too: 

a) 12 £4 transposes to A69. 

b) 12 a5 b5 13 axb6 Axb6 14 f3 
(14 Ha3 c4!? 15 Bel Wc7 16 Wc2 
&d7 17 Dfl 2b5 = Panno-L jubo- 
jevié, San Paulo 1979) 14...Ah5 15 
£4 D6 16 Lf3 B68 17 Ab3 Ac4! 18 
Ea4 (18 Re2 Ag4!) 18...0b6 = 
Matveeva-Prudnikova, USSR 1991. 

c) 12 Hel and now: 

cl) White is slightly better after 
12...b6 13 £4 Bb8 14 2c4!? DhS5 15 
&\£3 Zlotnik-Sulipa, Groningen 1991. 

c2) 12...8b8 13 a5 DeS 14 “fl 
h5 15 £3!7? Afd7 16 We3 +. 

c3) 12...Wc7 deserves attention: 
13 h3 (13 We2 Hb8 14 Ac4 Dbé6 15 
De3 S.d7 16 Rd2 Ac8 17 a5 Da7 = 
Grooten-Short, Lugano 1983) and 
now 13...2b8!? gives an unclear 
game, but not 13...g57! 14 Ac4 h6 
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because of 15 f4! Axe4 16 2d3 
§2.d4+ 17 @h2 &xc3 18 bxc3 Adf6 
19 fxg5 hxg5 20 Wf3 + Hiibner-Gar- 
cia Padron, Las Palmas 1986. 

c4) 12...He5: 

c41) Black 1s fine in the event of 
13 Afl Hb8!? 14 £4 Ded7 15 Bd2 
(15 S2c4 is met by 15...b5 16 axb5 
axb5 17 &xb5 “xe4!, but it would 
be interesting to try 15 a5!7?) 15...c4! 
16 e5 (16 &xc4 @c5) 16...dxe5 17 
&\xc4 b5 18 axb5 axb5 19 Axe5 b4 
20 “a4 “xe5 21 fxe5 Axd5 Van der 
Sterren-Chandler, Amsterdam 1983. 

c42) 13 Wc2 Eb8 14 a5 g5!7 is 
no problem for Black. 

c43) The thoughtless 13 £47! al- 
lows Black to gain a big advantage: 
13...Aeg4 14 2f3 h5 15 Dc4 Axe4! 
16 Bxe4 (16 Axe4 2d4+ 17 Re3 
Gxe3 18 Axe3 RF5 F) 16...2d4+ 
17 Exd4 cxd4 18 Ded Wh4 19 
&\cxd6 Wxh2+ 20 @f1 S2.£5! Gheor- 
ghiu-Liu Wenzhe, Lucerne OL 1982. 

c44) 13h3 g5 14 “fl h6 15 De3 
6 16 2d3 De5!? (stronger than 
16... £49! 17 Zc4! Axd3 18 Wxd3 
&4\d7 19 £4 + Ivanchuk-de Firmian, 
Biel 1989) 17 S2c2 g4 with an un- 
clear game — Ivanchuk. 


C11) 12 h3 g5!? 
The most direct. Other ideas: 

a) 12...A£87! is too passive: 13 
We2 D6d7 14b3 +. 

b) White also achieves an advan- 
tage after 12...&b8, provided he ad- 
vances his a-pawn immediately: 

bl) Black has good chances for a 
favourable result in the event of 13 
Wo2 Wce7 14b3 (14 f4 c4! 15 Rxc4 
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b) 12...8b8 13 a5 We7 14 Dc4 
Ge5!7 15 Zb6 Aed7 is less clear. 

c) 12...b6 13 £4 (13 We2 Bb8 14 
Byc4 De5 15 Dxe5 Hxe5 16h3 He7 
17 &d3 Wc7 18 We2 &b7! = Bur- 
ger-Tisdall, Brighton 1981) 13...2b8 
14 Phi h5 15 DWc4 Dxe4 16 Axe4 
Exe4 17 Dxd6 Hd4 18 Hd3 Af6 
with a level position; A.Petrosian- 
G.Garcia, Jurmala 1983. 

13 Hel GNh5!? 

Black cannot organize himself 
after 13...g5 14 @fl (14 a5 is less 
clear: 14...Ag6 15 2f1 Ag4 16 KLe2 
G\4e5 17 We2, Anikaev-K.Grigor- 
ian, Frunze 1979, 17...Af4! 18 2f1 
Wf6 =) and now: 

a) 14...g4 has sad consequences: 
15 S&g5! (15 Wo2 Hb8 16 a5 b5 17 
axb6 Wxb6 18 “g3 h5 = is signifi- 
cantly weaker; Garcia Palermo-Hen- 
ley, Lone Pine 1977) 15...h6 16 &h4 
$.d7 17 Ag3 Wc8 18 a5! (an impor- 
tant improvement in comparison 
with Browne-Nunn, London 1980, 
in which Black achieved a reason- 
able game after 18 Wd2 @h7 19 Ad1 
b5 20 We3 c4) 18...Ag6 19 Rxf6 
Kxf6 20 DAa4 Rd8 21 Ab6 Rxb6 22 
axb6 De5 23 £4! gxf3 24 gxf3 and 
White has the advantage; Khasanov- 
Psakhis, Alma-Ata 1980. 

b) 14..h6 15 ®g3 Bb8 (or 
15...Dg6 16 Rd2 Ad7 17 DFS AdeS 
18 Axg7 Sxg7 19 We2 b6 20 Ad1!? 
with the initiative; Pinter-Aquilar, 
Manila OL 1992) 16 Wc2 Wc7 17 a5 
G\e6 18 Rd2 Rd7 19 Dad Af4 20 
G\b6 with an edge for White; Rago- 
zin-Baev, USSR 1986. 

14 “fl 
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14 &xh5 gxh5 15 We2 Dg4 is not 
dangerous for Black, and 16 h37! is 
bad because of 16...)xf2!. 


14 ... Wh4 
15 g3 Wh3! 
16 “\e3 OMf6 = 


Lerner-Agzamov, Tashkent 1980. 
C13) 12 We2 De5 
Other moves: 

a) White has an obvious advan- 
tage after 12...Ah5 13 S&xh5 gxh5 
14 Ad1 HDe5 15 De3 Wh4 16 Ha3 
S.d7 17 £4 Ag4 18 Axed hxg4 19 
&\c4 We7 20 e5!. 

b) 12...Bb8 13 Ha3 (13 Ac4 Ab6 
14 Da3 2d7 15 &g5 h6 =) and now: 

bl) 13...b6 14 @h1 De5 15 b3 
Ef8 16 &b2 Ah5 17 Kxh5 gxh5 18 
Gd1 £5 19 £4 Dg4 20 Rxg7 Yxg7 
21 Wc3+ leads to aclear advantage 
for White; Timman-G.Garcia, Rio 
de Janeiro IZ 1979. 

b2) White faces more complex 
problems after 13...Wc7 14 a5 De5 
(White has an easy game in the event 
of 14...b5 15 axb6 Bxb6 16 Ac4 
Eb4 17 2£4 Rf8 18 £3 Ab6 19 b3 
+ Pinter-Gobet, Rome 1986, or 
14...Ba8?! 15 b3 bS 16 axb6 Axb6 
17 &b2 Dh5?! 18 Rxh5 gxh5 19 
&4\d1 + T.Petrosian-Lutikov, Mos- 
cow 1981) 15 £4 Deg4 16 Ac4 
@\h5 17 @h1 (in Toth-Nunn, Geneva 
1979, Black seized the initiative af- 
ter 17 eS dxe5 18 d6 Wd8 19 @d5 
exf4 20 Axf4 RFS 21 Wdl Axf4 22 
Rxe4 Rxe4 23 Wxe4 De2+ 24 Hhi 
f5 25 Wf3 Hed) 17..Wd8 18 2xg4 
Sx24 19 eS Wh4 20 Ae4 dxe5 with 
an unclear game — Nunn. 
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b3) After 13...0e5, 14 a5 takes 
us back to the main line, whilst 14 
Phi AhS 15 Kxh5 gxh5 16 De2 h4 
17 DAf4 Dg6 18 Ac4 (18 AhS d4 
19 Af3 Re4 20 Axd4 cxd4 21 “Af4 
Ec8) 18...b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 “a5 
&d7 leads to a complex game with 
mutual chances. 

13 Ka3 

Others cause Black no problems: 

a) Only White will have difficul- 
ties after 13 £47! Deg4 14 Df3 (14 
Gc4 Dxe4 15 Axe4 Rd4+ 16 Af2 
Rf5 17 Wd2 Wh4 18 Rxg4 Rxe4) 
14...Ah5 (14...Axe4 is also not bad: 
15 DAxe4 Rf5 16 Rd3 c4 17 Wxc4 
Kc8 18 Wb4 Bxe4 19 Rxe4 a5 20 
Wxb7 HBxe4 with initiative for Black; 
Baumbach-Maliutin, Corr 1981) 15 
h3 f5! 16 e5 dxe5 17 hxg4 fxg4 18 
G\xe5 Wh4 19 De4 Bxe5! 20 fxe5 
S&xe5 21 Kdl 2h2+ 22 Sf1 Ag3+ 
23 Axg3 Rxg3 24 Wxc5 Rd7 F 
ECO. 

b) Black has a comfortable game 
after 13 @h1 DhS5!? 14 Rxh5 gxh5 
15 Ad1 Wh4 16 Ka3 Red 17 £3 Rd7 
Goodman-Kraidman, London 1978. 

c) 13 Ac4 Axc4 14 Rxc4 Dg 
15 Rf4 g5! 16 Rd2 ReS is fine for 
Black; Diker-Kindermann, Beer- 
sheba 1986. 

d) 13 b3 @fg4!? (or 13...g5 14 
&b2 Hb8 15 Ph1 Ag6 16 Hael 
&\g4 17 g3h5! with an attack; Dydy- 
shko-Dolmatov, Minsk 1982) 14 
Rb2 (14 h3 Dh6 15 f4 Deg4! 16 
ONf3 Wa5! 17 Rd2 He3 18 Rxe3 
Wxc3 19 Wxc3 2xc3 with an advan- 
tage to Black) 14...Wh4 15 Rxg4 
&\xe4 16 DAf3 WhS =. 


| aoe We7 
13...b6!? 14 b3 Ha7 15 Ac4 Bae7 
= Kojder-Suba, Bucharest 1980, is 
not bad either. 


14 a5 Eb8 
15 Dad 

15 Kb3 Wc7 16 Bb6 Ded7. 
15... 2d7 
16 f4 Rxa4 
17 Wxa4 “\ed7 
18 2f3 c4 
19 We2 Ebc8 


Both sides have chances; Bukié- 
Velimirovi¢c, Borovo 1981. 


C2) 11 Se5 (D) 
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Four moves deserve detailed con- 
sideration: 

C21) 12 @db1?! 

C22) 12 Wc2 

C23) 12 Hel 

C24) 12 Ka3 


Other moves can be dealt with 
briefly: 

a) 12 £47! Deg4 13 Hf3 DhS 14 
Wel f5 15h3 2d4+ F. 

b) 12 Phi?! Afg4 13 AfF3 Axf3 
14 Qxf3 Wh4 15 Rxg4 Rxg4 16 


Wce2 $2d7 17 f3 £5 with an advantage 
to Black; Cooper-Lobron, Lucerne 
OL 1982. 

c) 12 &b5 Rd7 13 £4 Deg4 14 
Stxd7 Wxd7 15 Hel DhS 16 Df3 £5 
= Soffer-Wedberg, Berlin 1988. 

d) 12 h3 g5—see 11 h3 g5 12 a4 
BNe5, 


C21) 12 dbl hS! 

This strong move has forced White 
to abandon this variation. Black suf- 
fered more than a few disasters be- 
fore he found the correct solution, 
for example: 

a) 12...c4?! 13 Da3 a6 14 RE4 
Gfd7 (or 14...b5 15 axb5 axb5 16 
Gaxb5 $2a6 17 Wo2 Wd7 18 &xe5 
Exe5 19 &xc4 + I.Farago-Danner, 
Albena 1983) 15 2e3 Wc7 16 Hcl 
Qc5 17 Rxc4! Axc4 18 Axc4 Rxc3 
19 S&xc5! dxc5 20 Bxc3 Hxe4 21 d6 
+ Lukacs. 

b) 12...a6 13 a3 h6 14 £4 Ded7 
15 Wc2 Hb8 16 hl “f8 17 Rd2+ 
Barlov-Hulak, Budvar 1986. 

c) 12..Hed7 13 Wce2 Abs 14 £3 
Ga6 15 S2e3 h6 16 Wd2 25 17 Aa3 + 
Lukacs-Schneider, Lienz 1984. 

d) 12...Afg4 (more popular, but 
fails to equalize) 13 h3 @h6 14 £4 
Neg4!? (14...0d7 15 24! £5 16 exf5 
gxf5 17 g5 Af7 18 h4 h6 19 Sg?! 
G\f8 20 S&d3 Lukacs-Wedberg, 
Gausdal 1987, with the initiative to 
White) and now White should play 
15 Wel!? + (Lukacs), rather than 15 
Rx24? Rxe4 16 hxg4 d4+ 17 Hf2 
Wh4 18 Wf3 Axed 19 Ad1 Bxe4 —+ 
or 15 hxg4 2d4+ 16 BHf2 Wh4 17 
Wel Bxg4 18 Ad2 Rxe2 19 Axe2 
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N\g4 20 Axd4 cxd4! 21 Af3 Wxf2+ 
22 Wxf2 Axf2 23 Sxf2 Exe4 = 
Vera-Andres, Havana 1987. 

e) 12...h6 leads to great compli- 
cations: 13 £4 Ded7 14 Rf3 c4 15 
a3 (or 15 Re3 Axe4 16 Axe4 £5 
17 Dxd6 Hxe3 18 Axc4 He8 19 
{c3 Ab6 20 AeS {20 Aa3 Wd6 and 
Black has sufficient compensation} 
20...0d7! {20...2xe5 21 fxe5 Bxe5 
22 Wd4 +) 21 Axg6!? Wb6+ 22 
bhi Wxb2 (22...Wxg6? 23 Bh5) 
23 AbS Wxal 24 Wxal Rxal 25 
Exal He3 ~ Lukacs) 15...Ac5 16 e5 
dxe5 17 fxe5 Hxe5 18 Axc4 Hf5!9 
(stronger than 18...ke8 19 Se3 
fed 20 Axe4 Axe4 21 Bcl Dd6 
22 Rd4 + Ftatnik) 19 &e3 b6 20 24 
xe4 21 S&xg4 Exfl+ 22 &xfl 
S.x24 23 Wxg4 Sxc3 24 bxc3 Wxd5 
with an unclear game — Ftaénik. 


13 h3 B\h7 
14 {4 yg! 
15 Wel gd4+! 


The cowardly retreat 15...A\h6?! 
gives White an advantage after 16 
£5! gxf5 17 &2xh5; Traito-Agapov, 
USSR 1987. 

16 @hil “Nef 6 
17 2f3 £5 

Agapov. Even in purely visual 

terms, Black is the more active. 


C22) 12 We2 
Instead: 

a) 12...We7 (arare move, which 
has not yet had enough practical 
tests) 13 b3 &d7 14 Rb2 a6!? 15 a5 
(15 Hael!?) 15...g5 16 Hfel (16 
Eael Wd8!) 16...24 Foisor-Kinder- 
mann, Warsaw 1983, is unclear. 


g5 (D) 
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b) 12...Afg4 (an interesting ma- 
noeuvre, but not sufficient for a 
playable game) 13 h3 @h6 14 £4 
Dd7 (14...Aeg4 15 Af3) 15 DF3 £5 
16 Ags Af8 17 e5!? dxe5 18 Rc4 
I.Farago-Lyrberg, Budapest 1993, 
and White has the initiative. 

c) A complex position which is 
good for White arises after 12...0h5 
13 2xh5 gxh5 14 @d1! (Black has 
no problems in the event of 14 f4 
G\g4 15 Df3 £5! 16 eS dxe5 17 fxe5 
Gxe5 18 Rf4 Dg6 19 Res Wd6) 
and now: 

cl) 14...b6 15 Ha3! (15 He3 Ra 
16 DAec4 Axc4 17 Axc4 Kxc4 18 
Wxc4 2d4 = is weaker) 15...2a6 
(White has a dangerous attack after 
15...£5 16 exf5 2a6 17 Ae4! Rxfl 
18 xfl Af7 19 Hg3 Ph8 20 f6 VL8 
21 S2d2) 16 Hh3 (a standard ex- 
change sacrifice; 16 Ae3 Rxfl 17 
G\dxfl Ph8 18 AS h4 19 Rela is 
also sufficient for a plus) 16...2xf1 
17 @&xfl T.Petrosian-Rashkovsky, 
USSR Ch (Moscow) 1986; Black 
has no counterplay and the disinte- 
gration of his kingside pawn struc- 
ture means that he cannot count ona 
pleasant result. 

c2) 14...Wh4 15 Ha3 (Black’s 
problems are significantly eased by 
15 De3 Ag4 16 Axge4 hxg4 17 Ac4 
g3 18 fxg3 Wxe4 19 Wxed Bxe4 20 
Gxd6 $.d4+ 21 @h1 He2 22 Axf7 
S.d7 with compensation) 15...2d7 
16 h3!? (an interesting idea appeared 
in Yailian-Oll, USSR 1986: 16 
E3!? Gh8 17 b3! Kh6 18 Vb?2 £6, 
and now 19 %\c4!? deserved atten- 
tion, e.g. 19...A\xc4 20 bxc4 2F4 21 


G\c3 &xg3 22 fxg3 with a strong at- 
tack for the exchange) 16...b5 17 
axb5 &xb5 18 Hel f5 19 We3 (19 
exf5 2d320 &xd3 Axd3 21 Hxe8+ 
Exe8 22 Wxd3 Hel+ 23 Afl Wd4! 
=) 19...f4 (nor can Black sort himself 
out after 19...fxe4 20 AS d3 21 
Wd1 Wf6 22 Axg7 &xg7 23 Axe4 
Rxe4 24 Bxe4) 20 @f5 with an ob- 
vious advantage to White; Dlugy- 
Wedberg, New York 1988. 
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13 “Ac4 

Other moves: 

a) 13 Ha3!? transposes to 12 Ha3 
25 13 We2. 

b) 13 Af3 Axf3+ 14 Vxf3 Ad7 
(the renowned game Gligori¢-Fis- 
cher, Palma de Mallorca IZ 1970, 
continued 14...h6 15 &d2a6 16 Re2 
We7 17 Hael WeS 18 Gh1 Wd4 and 
now White could have played 19 
£4!7 94 20e5 @xd5 21 Axd5 Wxd5 
22 S&c4 with the initiative) 15 Rg4 
We5 16 &xc8 Exc8 17 We2 c4 =. 

c) 13 @d1!? Dg6 (more than a 
few difficulties await Black after 
13... Afge4 14 Ba3 Ag6 15 Ac4 eS. 
16 Dde3 Af4 17 DxeS Axe2+ 18 
Wxe2 Sxe5 19 c4 + Nesis-Mertel, 


Corr 1988, or 13...¢4 14 De3 DhS 
15 £4! gxf3 16 Axf3 D4 17 AxeS 
&xe5 18 DAg4 +) 14 Be3 a6 (or 
14...@h8 15 Zbl AF4 16 Bb5 Hgs 
17 b4 a6 18 Sd3 cxb4 19 Exb4 + 
Littke-Arduman, Philadelphia 1992) 
15 Hel g4 16 Xbl We7 17 b4 +. 

d) 13 b3 g4 (it is quite likely that 
the pawn is better off staying put, 
and that Black should instead con- 
tinue 13...We7 14 &b2 Xb8 15 Kael 
2d7 16 2b5 DhS5 +) 14 2b2 AhS 
(14...We7 also favours White: 15 
Kael Dh5 16 g3!? &d7 17 Adi 
We5 18 £4! pxf3 19 Dxf3 Axf3+ 20 
Rxf3 Af4 21 Bcl! Dh3+ 22 Ghl 
We6 23 We2 + Gligori¢é-Griinfeld, 
Skara Echt 1980) 15 g3 (it is best not 
to allow the knight on to £4; 15 Ac4 
Gxc4 16 Rxc4 Af4 17 Adl Re5 18 
&xe5 Bxe5 19 He3 We7 =) 15... 28 
(the overly optimistic 15...f5 leads to 
a bad position after 16 exf5 Wg5 17 
Gce4! Wxf5 18 £4! gxf3 19 &xf3 
We6 20 &xhS WxhS 21 Axd6) 16 
Kael £5 17 £4 gxf3 18 Axf3 DAgd 19 
§.d3 and White has the initiative. 

13... Gxe4 
14 Rxc4 &\g4 (D) 

It’s not so easy for White to gain 
an advantage after 14...Ah5, for ex- 
ample 15 #e2 (Black has no prob- 
lems in the event of 15 a3 Re5 16 
G\e2 Wf6 17 @hl1, F.Portisch-Dan- 
ner, Reggio Emilia 1979, 17...@h8!? 
18 g3 Hg8 =, or 15 g3 Rh3 16 Kel 
ReS5 17 Wd1 Dg7 = Flear-Plaskett, 
Lewisham 1983) 15...We7 16 f3 S2e5 
17 g3 g4! 18 Ha3 gxf3 19 Haxf3 £6 
20 S2b5 Hf8 Schmidt-Stoica, Bag- 
neux 1982, but after 21 b3!? White’s 
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position is nevertheless more prom- 
ising. 


We7!? 

White has a dangerous attack af- 
ter 15...a6 16 Ha3 We7 17 Hg3 h6 
(17... Wxe4 18 2d3 Wxd5 19 2xh7+ 
Ph8 20 Ac3 +) 18 £4! Wxe4 19 2d3 
Wb4 20 fxg5 hxg5 21 Bxg5. 

15...Wf6 deserves attention, for 
example 16 Ag3 Wg6 17 Re2 and 
now rather than the inferior 17...8e5 
18 R2xg4 Rxe4 19f4 pxf4 20 Rxf4 
+ Nickoloff-Hulak, New York 1989, 
17...2d4!? gives chances for both 
sides. 

16 Dg3 

Black need not fear 16 2b5 Wxe4 
17 Wxe4 Exe4 18 £3 Hxe2! 19 2xe2 
Rd4+ 20 Gh Af2+ 21 Bxf2 Axf2 
22 Rxg5 Rd4 =, and 16 f3 We5 17 
Kb5 Hf8 18 Ag3 a6 19 Re2 Ag6 ~ 
Orso-Sapi, Hungarian Ch 1977. 


15 De2 


16 ... 2d4 
17 h3 We5 
18 Ka3 OMf6 
19 &f3 


Foisor-Suba, Romania 1984. Ac- 
cording to Foisor’s analysis, Black 
should have continued 19...@xe4!? 
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20 Axe4 Wxe4 21 2d3 Wxd5 22 
&.xh7+ Sg7 23 Bg3 24 24 hxg4 
WeS5 25 2&e3, when White’s advan- 
tage is not so large. 

This analysis creates the impres- 
sion that 12 Wc2 presents Black with 
awkward problems, which he has yet 
to solve completely. 


C23) 12 Hel g5 
White is better after 12...Ah5 13 
G\f1 (but not 13 Af3 Sg4 14 Bd2 
&xf3 15 Bxf3 D6 16 Re2 c4 17 
&.e3 Wa5 L.Popov-Wedberg, Berlin 
1988, with an excellent game for 
Black) 13...f5 14 &xh5! (14 h3 cre- 
ates no particular problems for 
Black: 14...Wh4 15 exf5 &2xf5 16 
b5 {16 24 Bf8! 17 gxf5 Bxf5 18 
G\e3 £4 with an attack) 16...2f8 
Karpeshov-Vaiser, USSR 1983, or 
14 exf5 &xf5 15 2e3 AF6 16 Dg3 
G\fg4 17 @xf5 gxf5, Karpeshov- 
Razuvaev, USSR 1983) 14...gxh5 15 
G\g3 fxe4 16 Acxe4 h6 17 h3 + 
Fominykh-Moiseev, Hartberg 1991. 
Nor does Black equalize after 
12...0fg4 13 h3! (13 @fl £5 14 h3 
Qh6 15 “g3 Hf8!? {15...a6 16 Re3 
Wh4 17 Wd2 Def7 = Seirawan- 
Ljubojevi¢, Indonesia 1983} 16 exf5 
@xf5 17 Axf5 Bxf5 18 Be3 Wh4, 
Skalkotas-Soulu, Kavala Z 1985, is 
not worse for Black) 13...Axf2 14 
Sxf2 Wh4+ 15 Sg] xh3 16 “fl 
G\g4 17 g3!(17 2xe4 Rxge4 18 Wd2 
£.d4+ 19 He3 £5 gives Black the in- 
itiative; Dydyshko-Agapov, USSR 
1983) 17...Wh5 18 2xg4 Bxg4 19 
Weo2 £5 20 Ah2 fxe4 21 Axed Wxe4 
22 Dxe4 Wf3 Vladimirov-Agapov, 


USSR 1984, and now 23 Ha3! 2d4+ 
24 Sh2 Wh5+ 25 Se2 Wxd5 26 HE3 
would have given a small advantage. 
13 *fl h6 
White has an advantage after 
13...24 14 Dg3 a6 15 Rd2 Bb8 16 
We2 c4 17 b4! Pinter-Lawton, Bala- 
tonbereny 1983. 
14 2b5 
14 We2 Ag6 15 Ag3 Af4 16 2d2 
a6 17 a5 h5 Karolyi-Vaiser, Frunze 
1987, gives chances for both sides. 


14... He7 
15 Dg3 G26 
16 2d2 Spa 
17 h3 D4ée5 


The position is complicated; Ftac- 
nik-Womacka, Bundesliga 1990. 


C24) 


xmaWxie 
B A i? 


12 Ha3(D) 


o ‘gwiZs 


A manoeuvre typical of this vari- 
ation. The rook takes up an active 
position and is ready for action on 
the kingside. 

12 ... g5 

Practically forced. White has a big 
advantage after 12...2d7 13 Wce2(13 
f4!9 is also possible: 13...Aeg4 14 
B\c4 “xed 15 Bxg4 2d4+ 16 De3! 


Qf6 17 &.xd7 Hxe3 18 Bxe3 Bxe3+ 
19 @h1 Wxd7 20 AbS with an ad- 
vantage) 13...Bc8 14 £4 Deg4 15 
&\c4 We7 16 h3 b5 (unfortunately 
16...Axe4 17 Dxe4 Wxe4 18 Wxe4 
Exe4 does not work because of 19 
&xg4 2xe4 20 Axd6 2d4+ 21 
@hl Me2 22 Hel Rf2 23 Axe4 
&xel 24 He3 Ljubojevi¢, and White 
is winning) 17 axb5 +— T.Petrosian- 
Ljubojevié, Milan 1975. 12...h5 13 
Wo2 h4 14 £4 Deg 15 Dc4 DhS 16 
Sxg4 2xg4 17 Abs RFf8 18 e5 + 
leads to roughly the same result; 
Lukacs-Vallo, Debrecen Echt 1992. 
13 We2(D) 

Chances are approximately even 
after 13 Df3 Axf3+ 14 Rxf3 h6 15 
h3 We7 16 De2 24!7 17 hxg4 Axg4 
18 g3 h5! Rajkovi¢-L.Karlsson, 
Vrnjacka Banja 1981. 

Black also has no problems in the 
event of 13 Hel “g6 14 2b5 He7!? 
(14... f8 is not bad either: 15 “e2 
G\e4 16 D3 h6 17 Dg3 DdeS 18 
AES Axf3+ 19 Wxf3 DeS = G.Gar- 
cia-Andres, Cuba 1989, or 15 “@f1 
a6 16 Re2 Af4 17 Dg3 He8 18 a5 
Eb8 @ A.Petrosian-Gavrikov, Lvov 
1984) 15 AF1 a6 16 &c4 h6 17 Dg3 
S.d7 18 &d2 We7 19 Wc2 Hae8 = 
Stempin-Suba, Prague Z 1985. 

WS: eee 24 

Otherwise: 

a) A difficult defensive task 
awaits Black after 13...Afd7 14 @d1 
BEB 15 Qb5 (15 £3 Afg6 16 g3 Bh3 
17 Kel Hc8 18 Af2 2d7 19 Afi 
c4 20 2e3 + is also not bad; T.Petro- 
sian-Rajkovié, VrSac 1981) 15...He7 
16 De3 Afg6 17 ALS Hc7 18 “Dxg7 
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Yxe7 19 Dc4! h6 20 AxeS5 Axe5 21 
f4, Ehlvest-Arduman, Saint John 
1988. 

b) 13..Ag6 14 Dc4 Af4 15 RF3 
We7 16 2xf4 gxf4 17 Wd2 2h6 18 
Gb5 Hd8 19 Hel + Rajkovi¢-Hulak, 
Budvar 1981. 

c) White also has the initiative af- 
ter 13...2h8 14 Ac4 Afg4 15 Dxe5 
Gxe5 16 £4 gxf4 17 &xf4 a6 18 
Wd2 2f6 19 Sh Timoshchenko- 
Lobron, Moscow GMA 1989. 

d) 13..A0fg4 14 Ad1 Dg6 15 
&.x24!7 2xe4 16 De3 Sd7 17 Adc4 
We7 18 f3 again with the initiative; 
Portisch-Winants, Brussels 1988. 

e) 13...a6is more popular: 

el) Black need not fear 14 @h1 
b6!? 15 £4 gxf4 16 Hxf4 Hb8 17 
G\d1 Ag6 18 Bf2 We7 19 2£3 b5F 
Peshina-T.Petrosian, Vilnius 1978. 

e2) 14 a5: 

e21) 14...Afg4!? is interesting. 

e22) 14...2b8 15 Ad1 (15 Ac4 
&xc4 16 Saxc4 Ag4 17 De2 He5 18 
b3 g4 = Huss-Veli¢kovic, Luxem- 
bourg 1981) 15...Ag6 (15...b5 16 
axb6 Exb6 17 De3 DAg6 18 Adc4 
Eb4 19 £3 “Af4 20 &d1 + Miles-Wi- 
nants, Brussels 1986) 16 ®e3 We7 
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17 £3 Hf8 18 Adc4 De8 19 Shi 
2d4 20 Hb3 + Miles-S.Kovaéevié, 
Mendrisio 1985. 

e23) 14...2417 15 Ad1 Dh5 16 
g3 Df6! 17 De3 We7 with good 
counterplay; K.Grigorian-Psakhis, 
Erevan 1986. 

e3) 14 @d1 Dg6 (nor is Black’s 
happiness complete after 14...2b8 
15 a5 Dg6 16 De3 AF4 17 Rd1 h5 
18 Dec4 h4 19 Hb3 + Portisch- 
Suba, Tunis IZ 1985, or 14...b6 15 
Wb1!? Dg6 16 De3 Ha7 17 £3 Hae7 
18 b4 £ Novikov-Savchenko, Kher- 
son 1989) 15 ®e3 Af4 16 Bd b6 
17 £3 Hb8 18 23 Ag6 19 Adc4 h6 20 
$.d2 We5 21 Axe5 Hxe5 22 b4 + 
Spraggett-Barlov, New York 1987. 

14 Dd1!? (D) 

The knight is going to f5. After 
other continuations Black does not 
experience any particular difficul- 
ties: 

a) 14 Dc4 Dh5 15 WxeS5 (or 15 
De3 D4 16 Rb5 Hf8 =) 15...xe5 
16 g3 Wf6 (16...Ag7 17 2d3 a6 18 
G\d1 2d7 19 a5 &b5 20 He3 Wd7 = 
is not bad either; Vilela-Vera, Ha- 
vana 1987) 17 ®d1 Weg6 = Ionescu- 
Stefanov, Romania 1979. 

b) 14 b3 DhS 15 Dc4 WF! 16 
Qb5 Afl3+!? (16...Axc4 17 bxc4 
Ke7 18 g3! quickly helps White) 17 
@h1 (it is not easy for White to re- 
pulse his opponent’s unexpected at- 
tack after 17 S&.xf3 gxf3 18 Abxd6 
We6 19 93 2d4 20 Phi Lh3) 
17...Axh2 18 &xh2 Wh4+ 19 Sel g3 
20 fxg3 ®xg3 Sonntag-Thormann, 


Berlin 1988, with huge complica- 
tions. 

c) Black’s chances are at least no 
worse after 14 Hel “h5 15 “Dfl Wi 
16 Ad1 Wg6 17 2b5 Hf8 18 Ade3 
a6; Zaltsman-Griinfeld, Lone Pine 
1981. 
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14 ... “\g6!? 

14...Ah5 is justified after 15 g3 
&£6!?, or 15 Ae3 Af4 16 Sd1 b617 
Gdc4 Axc4 18 Axc4 Dg6, Antu- 
nac-Griinfeld, New York 1981, but in 
the event of 15 £417 gxf3 16 Axf3 
&\g6!7 17 Ag5 Af6 (Kouatly-Renet, 
Marseille 1988) 18 Haf3! White’s 
Initiative is very strong, allthe more 
so as 18...$2247 does not help be- 
cause of 19 Hxf6 &xe2 20 Exg6 
&xfl 21 Bxg7+ @xg7 22 Sxfl. 


15 De3 We7 
16 2b5 Efs 
17 a5 Eb8 
18 Hdl h6 
19 Hb3 “\h7 


Averkin-Pigusov, USSR 1985, 
with an interesting game in which 
both sides have possibilities. 
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4\a6o (A78) 


1d4 Df6 204c53d5e6 4 Dc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 £6 7 Df3 2g7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 Ze8 


10 Ad2 G\a6 (D) 
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The text move was very popular 
in the 1960s and 1970s, but nowa- 
days it is far rarer than 10...Abd7. 

11 Hel 

The undoubtedly stronger 11 f3 
comes under A79. You also see: 

a) 11 f4-see A69. 

b) 11 g4 Wc7 12 £3 Bb8 13 a4.a6 
(13...b6!2) 14 a5 Rd7 15 Dc4 Rb5 
with equality. 

c) 11 &xa6?! bxa6 12 f3 (12 
Eel Ag4!? 13h3 De5 14 We? £5!) 
12...2d7 13 a4 Dh5S 14 Dc4 Hbs F. 

d) 11a4@b4 12 Hel b6 13 Ha3 
We7 14 Dc4 Ra6 15 Rfl Rxc4 16 
&xc4 a6 = Temirbaev-Ruban, Uzh- 
gorod 1988. 


e) 11 @hl Wc7 12.04 Bb8 (after 
12...We7 13 Hel b6 White can seize 
the initiative by 14 @c4 Ra6 15 e5 
Dg4 16 Rxg4 Rxc4 17 V4 Tuk- 
makov-Schmittdiel, Lugano 1985) 
13 £3. a6 14 Wc4 (Black is also quite 
comfortable after 14 a5 2d7!? 
{14...b5 15 axb6 Exb6 16 Ac4 Hb4 
17 S&d2 + Vilela-Estevez, Havana 
1983} 15 Ac4 $b5) 14...b5 15 axb5 
axb5 16 @a5 2d7 17 Ac6 Rxc6 18 
dxc6 b4 19 a4! (19 Ad5?! DAfxd5 
20 exdS5 @xd5! ¥ Shneider-Ag- 
zamov, USSR 1982) 19...0e6 with 
chances for both sides. 

f) 11 bl and now: 

f1) Black can continue his plan 
with 11...2c7, for example 12 a4 (12 
f3 a6 13 a4 Bb8 14 a5 2d7 15 Dc4 
&b5 = Vaidya-Agzamov, Calcutta 
1986) 12...b6 (12...a6 13 a5 Sd7 14 
b4 + Miles-Plaskett, British Ch 
1988; White has managed to make 
use of the position of the rook on b1) 
13 Hel Hb8 is examined in the notes 
to 11 Hel “c7 12 a4 b6. 

f2) 11...2d7 12 Hel Wc7 (Black 
achieved a comfortable game in the 
famous encounter Gligori¢-Tal, 
Belgrade 1959, after 12...Kb8 13 b3 
{13 2xa6?! bxa6 14.44 Bb4 15 We2 
&\g4 gives Black the initiative} 
13...b5 14 2b2 c7 15 We2 We7 16 
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G\d1 2h6! 17 £3 DhS) 13 a4 a6 is 
equal. Black need not fear 14 b4 
cxb4 15 Bxb4 because of 15...Ag4! 
16 &xg4 (16 Xxb7? Axf2! 17 Sxf2 
§.d4+ 18 &g3 {18 Sf1 Wh4 -+} 
18...Wg5+ 19 224 2e5+ with a de- 
cisive advantage) 16...2xc3 =. 
11 ... Qc7 

In my opinion 11...2b8 is not bad 
either, but it has yet to be seen in 
practice, for example: 

a) 12 Wco2 Ag4! 13 Dfl £5 14 
&xg4 (14 Dg3?! Db4 15 Wdl 
Q\xf2! 16 &xf2 Sd4+ 17 Sf1 Wh4 
18 2f3 b6 with an attack) 14...fxg4 
with an excellent game. 

b) 12.a4 Ab4 13 h3 a6 14. a5 Ad7 
15 Dc4 He5 =. 

c) 12h3 Wc7 13.24.06 14 a5 2d7 
15 2d3 (15 B£3 &b5) 15...Ab5 16 
Gc4 xc3 17 bxc3 2b5 18 £25 h6 
= Kapengut. 

12 a4(D) 


Jf 


In reply to 12 Wc2 the simplest 
route to equality is 12...b5!? 13 
&\xb5 “fxd5 = Boleslavsky. 

12: «ce a6 (D) 
12...b6 has also passed tests suc- 
cessfully: 


a) 13 Rfl Ag4! 14 DF3 f5 15 
295 Wd7 =. 

b) 13 Wc2 and now: 

bl) White preserves a small ad- 
vantage after 13...Ag4 14 2xg4! (14 
h3? @xf2! 15 @xf2 Wh4+ 16 Sf 
2d4 17 Ad1 Wxh3! 18 2£3 Wh2 19 
&\e3 £5 —+ Gurgenidze-Tal, Moscow 
1957) 14...2xg4 15 DAc4 W6 16 
Re3 2d7 17 Wd2 +. 

b2) 13...2\a6!? deserves atten- 
tion, e.g. 14 2b5 (14 2xa6 Bxa6 15 
£3 DhS=) 14...Ab4 15 Wdl 2d7 16 
Bcd Ded!2 17 QF4 Qd4 18 293 £5 
Lokvenc-Tal, Miskolc 1963, with 
mutual chances. 

b3) 13...2b8 14 Ac4 (chances 
are even in the event of 14 Ab5 a6 
15 Axc7 {15 Da7 &b7 16 Ac6 
&xc6 17 dxc6 d5! with initiative for 
Black} 15...Wxc7 16 Ha2 b5 Birbra- 
ger-Tal, Kharkov 1953) 14...§2a6 15 
24 (or 15 Ebl Bxc4 16 Rxc4 a6 
17 b4 bS 18 axb5 axb5 19 Re2 cxb4! 
20 Exb4 Aa6 21 Exb5 Hc8 with 
excellent compensation for the pawn 
— Hort) 15...2xc4 16 S&xc4 and 
Black has three good continuations: 

b31) 16...a6 17 Wd3 bS 18 axb5 
axb5 19 4)xb5 @xb5 20 &xb5 Bxe4 
21 Bxe4 Axe4 22 Wxe4 Bxb5 23 
&.xd6 2xb2 = Kapengut. 

b32) 16...Ah5 17 &e3 a6 18 Re2 
{6 (it is, of course, not worth 
weakening the pawn structure on the 
kingside: 18...b5?! 19 axb5 axb5 20 
&xh5 gxh5 21 De2! h4 22 Af4 + 
Reshevsky-Tarjan, USA Ch 1977) 
19 Xabl We7 =. 

b33) 16...Ag4!? 17 AbS (or 17 
S.e2 De5 18 2d2 a6 with equality) 
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f3 (A79) 


1d4 £6 2453 d5 e6 4 Dc3 exd5 
5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 g6 7 Af3 27 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 He8 10 Ad2 Aabé 


11 f3(D) 


kane Ad. 
a’ « “ah 


It is far more difficult for Black to 
achieve winning chances now than 
in the previous chapter. 


i ae GNe7 
Others are certainly no more 
promising: 


a) 11...Ah5?! 12 Dc4 £5 13 g4!? 
fxg4 14 fxg4 ADf6 15 e5 dxe5 16 
$g5h6 17 Rxf6 Rxf6 18 He4 with 
a big advantage to White. 

b) 11...2b8 12 a4 Ab4 13 Dc4 
a6 14 a5 Dh57! 15 24! D6 16 RE4 
with a distinct advantage for White. 

c) White also has a preferable po- 
sition in the event of 11...@d7: 

cl) 12 AbS5 Abb 13 a4 We7 14 
G4 4xc4 15 Rxc4 Db8! 16 RF4 


Ed8 17 Wd2 a6 18 a3 4d7 leads to 
equality; Birbrager-Tal, Moscow 
1966. 

c2) 12 @h1!? also deserves atten- 
tion, e.g. 12...A\c7 13 a4 is consid- 
ered under 11 £3 @c7 12 a4 @d7 13 
Ph1, whilst 12...£5 13 exf5 gxf5 14 
Bc4 Be5 15 Axe5 Rxe5 16 £4 27 
17 Rh5 He7 18 Ld? is not unfavour- 
able for White; Moura-Nederkoorn, 
Corr 1987. 

c3) 12 Ac4 HeS5 13 We3 (after 
13 R£4 DAxc4 14 Rxc4 Ac7 15 Wd2 
a6 16 a4 Xb8, 17 Wd3!? gives White 
a small advantage, whilst 17 a5 b5 
18 axb6 Exb6 leads to equality, as 
in Bertok-Tal, Bled 1961) 13...f5 
(13...2c7?! 14 £4 @d7 15 e5! dxe5 
16 £5 Af6 17 d6 +) 14 exf5 gxf5 15 
f4 with a small advantage. 

12 a4 

Black has a reasonable game in 
the event of 12 @h1 We7!? (or 
12...26 13.24 Bb8 14 a5 2d7 15 Ac4 
Rb5 16 Rg5 Rxc4 17 Rxc4 h6 18 
Re3 b5 19 axb6 Exb6 20 Wd2 Ph7 
21 Ha2 “d7 = Ree-Portisch, Am- 
sterdam 1981) 13 @c4 (13 a4 allows 
Black to play a standard tactical 
blow: 13...Afxd5! 14 Axd5 @xd5 
15 Ac4 d4) 13...b5 14 Wa5 2d7 
15 c6 (unclear complications 
arise after 15 Ab7 b4 {15...BXab8 16 
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dl) 14...b6 deserves attention, 
e.g. 15 Hel (15 @h1!7) 15...2b8 16 
£4 Dd7 17 Dc4 &d4+! (in the game 
Kraidman-Fischer, Netanya 1968, 
Black played the weaker 17...0f67! 
18 B£3 a6 19 Da3 Ad7 20 Dab5 
Sxb5 21 axb5 +) 18 Sh1 AfF6 19 
&£3 $.a6 with reasonable counter- 
play. 

d2) 14...£5 executes Black’s plan: 

d21) 15 exf5 gxf5 16 f4 Af7 
(from h6 the knight will defend the 
pawn securely; White maintains an 
edge after 16..0Ag6 17 @hl {17 
$.d3 Wf6 18 Wce2 Hf8 19 &d2 2d7 
20 Kael Hae8 21 Ph1 a6 22 a5 AbS5 
= Spassky-Quinteros, Buenos Aires 
1979) 17...W£6 {or 17...b6 18 2d3 
Efs 19 2d2 Da6 20 Wh!1! with in- 
itiative} 18 2d3 Sd7 19 Wc2 HF8 
20 &d2 b6 21 Hf3 Kae8 22 Hafl 
@h8 23 Eh3) 17 d3 and now: 

d211) 17...W£6 is probably the 
weaker option: 18 Wc2 @h6 19 Bf3 
Sd7 20 Rd2 He7 21 Ebi (Black’s 
has fewer problems after 21 @\cd1?! 
Eae8 {but not 21...de87! 22 Kg3 
Wd4 23 Df2 Ph8 24 Vc3 Wxf4 25 
&\h3 Wh4 26 Ef1 + Bukié-Tal, Bud- 
var 1967) 22 &c3 Wh4 23 Eg3 
Wxf4 24 Df2 Sh8 25 Dh3 Wh4) 
21...2a6 22 2xa6! bxa6 23 h3 Hae8 
24 De? t. 

d212) 17...2d4!? 18 Bf3 W6 19 
hl Rd7 20 Rd2 Ah6 21 We2 He7 
is level. It is quite probable that 
White could improve his play some- 
where, but in any case Black is not 
short of counterchances. 

d22) An innocent transposition 
of moves had huge consequences in 


Toth-Matulovi¢é, Hungary 1972, af- 
ter 15 £4 DE7 16 exf5 Dh6! 17 fxg6? 
(this was the time to stop; 17 hl 
Axf5 18 Axf5 Rxf5 19 Rf3 would 
have led to an even game) 17...52d4 
18 gxh7+ Gh8 19 BF3 Ag4 20 Wd3 
Wh4 21 h3 Axe3 22 Bxe3 (22 Bxe3 
Exe3 23 Bxe3 Wxf4 24 Ad1 Axd5 
—+) 22...Wxf4 23 Ad1 Axd5 and 
Black was winning — a beautiful 
idea. 

After 12...b6, White has two seri- 
ous options: 

A) 13 @hl 

B) 13 ®c4 


Besides these natural moves, 
White may try: 

a) 13 $b5?! Axb5 14 axb5 Dd7 
15 Dc4 HDeS 16 De3 Wh4 (or 
16...£5!2 17 exf5 Rxf5 18 Axf5 gxf5 
19 Wco2 Wd7 F Sarosi-Tolnai, Kec- 
skemet 1987) 17 g3 Wh3 and Black 
has an excellent game. 

b) 13 Ab5 a6 14 Axc7 Wxc7 15 
Bc4 Dd7! =. 

c) 13 a5?! bS! (refuting White’s 
plan; 13...2b8 14 axb6 axb6 15 Ab5 
Qh5 16 @xc7 Wxc7 17 g4 Df6 18 
&b5 2d7 19 Wb3 h5! also gives 
Black a reasonable game) 14 @xb5 
Gfxd5! 15 exd5 (or 15 Axc7 Axc7 
16 Ac4 d5 17 exd5 &d4+ 18 @hl 
&xd5 with an advantage) 15...$2a6 
16 Dc3 Rxc3 17 Rxa6 Rd4+ 18 
Bh Dxaé6 F. 

d) 13 Wce2 Bb8 14 Ac4 RaG 15 
$2.25. Now 15...W/d7!? gives Black a 
reasonable position, but not 15...h6 
16 &h4 Wd7?, as now 17 Axd6! is 
possible: 17...Wxd6 18 223 Wd7 


(18...Me5 19 £4) 19 d6 He6 20 Rxab 
+— Yailian-Peshina, Belgorod 1989. 
e) 13 EBbl Dh5 (White has a 
small advantage in the event of 
13...Bb8 14 Ac4 Ra6 15 Se5 Wd7 
16 b4 &xc4 17 Rxc4 a6 18 b5!) 14 
G\c4 £5 15 £4 2d4+ 16 Ghl Rab! 
with possibilities for both sides. 


A) 13 hi 


This is the only serious alternative to 
bringing the knight to c4 immedi- 
ately. 

| k eee Kb8 

a) 13...$82a67! 14 2xa6 Axa6 15 
Bc4 Ac7 16 R64 RF8 17 Rge5 with 
a distinct White advantage; T.Petro- 
sian-Hernandez, Banja Luka 1979. 

b) 13...h6?! 14 Ac4 Ra6 15 Re3 
Rxc4 16 Rxc4 a6 17 Wd2 Gh7 18 
§.d3! Wd7 19 Habl b520b4c4 21 
S.c2 We7 22 &b6 Hab8 23 a5 Hbc8 
24 f4 + Simi¢c-Kelecéevi¢c, Pernik 
1981. 

c) 13...Ah5 14 Ac4 Ra6 15 Rd2 
Wh4 16 Wel! We7 17 24 Af6 18 Wg3 
+ Bangiev-Rajna, Budapest 1989. 

d) 13...\Wd7 14 Dc4 a6 15 Bg5 
Rxc4 (or 15...h6 16 2d2 R2xc4 17 
S.xc4 a6 18 We2 We7 19 Hael Ad7 
20 £4 +) 16 &xc4 a6 17 We2 Wc8 18 
Rf4 2f8 19 Habl, and White has 
theinitiative; Zaltsman-Hulak, New 
York 1989. 

e) 13...4d7 is more popular: 14 
Ac4 We5 15 De3 Hb8 (15...£5 16 
exf5 gxf5 17 £4 Df7 18 $d3 Dh6 19 
Wco2 Hf8 20 2d2 a6 21 Kf3 Bb8 22 
EK 93 with initiative for White; Dydy- 
shko-Lukov, Polanica Zdroj 1983) 
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16 &d2 (complications follow 16 f4 
G\d7 17 e5!2 dxe5 18 £5 e4 (18... £8 
19 Aga Af6 20 Rg5 + Benjamin- 
Buzbuchi, New York 1985} 19 d6 
“a6 20 Wed5 4b4) 16...a6 17 £4 (or 
17 Ebi1 b5 18 b4!2 c4 {18...cxb4 19 
EKxb4 a5 20 Bxb5! with compensa- 
tion} 19 axb5 axb5 20 Hal f5 21 
exf5 gxf5 22 f4 D7 ~ Adorjan) 
17...Ad7 18 Dc4 and the advantage 
is on White’s side after both 18...A6 
19 2f3 hS 20 Axd6! Wxd6 21 e5 
Wd8 22 d6 Ae6 23 exf6 Sxf6 24 f5!, 
and 18...Af8 19 £3 b5 20 axb5 
“)xb5!? 21 Axb5 axb5 22 Wa5 Ha8 
23 Ac6 Exal 24 Wxal. 
14 Dec4 

After other continuations Black 
has nothing to fear: 

a) 14 Db37! a6 15 Bg5 h6 16 
Rh4 25 17 Rf2 Ah5 18 Hel AF4 19 
Rf1 £5 20 Acl b5 F Taimanov- 
Gheorghiu, Leningrad 1977. 

b) 14 @b5?! a6 15 Da7 2b7 16 
&\c4 We7 17 &g5 (alternatively, 17 
&\xb6 “cxd5!) 17...Acxd5! 18 exd5 
Wxe2 19 Axd6 Wxdl 20 Haxdl 
&xd5 21 @xe8 Hxe8 with an advan- 
tage to Black. 

c) 14 Adb1 a6 15 a3 We7 16 
$2.25 h6 17 &h4 2518 &f2 Ad7 19 
Wd2 eS 20 Hael 2d7 =. 

d) Black has an advantage after 
14 Hb1 a6 15 Ac4 (15 We2 b5 16 
axb5 axb5 17 b4 cxb4 18 Hxb4 
Gfxd5! 19 exdS &xc3 20 Wxc3 
&)xd5 21 Wd4 Axb4 22 2b2 He5 23 
Wxb4 Exe2 24 De4 Exb2 F ECO) 
15...b5 16 axb5 axb5 17 Da5 2d7 
18 Ac6 Bxc6 19 dxc6 Hb6 20 b4 
c4. 
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e) Black can equalize after 14 
$b5!? Hf8 (Black’s position is too 
passive after 14...0xb5 15 axb5 We7 
{15...b7!7 16 Dc4 Hd7} 16 Wc4 
Hd8 17 Hel Dc8 18 Rl4 Re5 19 
Wd? Pinter-Badii, French Cht 1993) 
15 &c6 a6 16 Ebl b5 17 b4 c4 18 
S&b2 2d7 = Ogaard-Tisdall, Norway 
1987. 

14... S.a6 
15 2g5 

Black has no difficulties after 15 
Ebl 2xc4 16 &xc4 Ad7 17 We2 a6 
18 b4 b5 Sygulski-Lukov, Polanica 
Zdroj 1983. 

AS se h6 

It is too soon to exchange on c4: 
15...8xc4?! 16 &xc4 a6 17 Wd3 
Wce8 18 Rf4 RF8 19 Habl Ad7 20 
b4 cxb4 (20...b5 21 axb5 cxb4 22 
Exb4 a5 23 Ebb1 +—) 21 Bxb4 @c5 
22 Wd2 a5 23 Hbbl Neverov-Woda, 
Poznan 1985, with a big advantage 
to White. 

White’s position is also more 
promising in the event of 15...Wd7: 

1) After 16 Hb1?! Black equal- 
izes easily: 16...8xc4 17 &xc4 a6 
18 b4 b5 19 Rd3 (19 axb5 @xb5!) 
19...c420 S2c2 bxa4 21 2xa4 Db5 
with a balanced position. 

2) White has a more pleasant 
game after 16 Wd2 &xc4 17 Rxc4 
a6 18 S2d3 b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 b4! 
c4 21 2c2 Ha8 22 Bxa8 Exa8 23 
Se3 Ha3 24 De2 We8 25 Sd4. 

3) 16 b3 DhS 17 Hcl (17 Wad? is 
insufficient for an advantage: 17...f6 
18 2h4 £5, and 19 g4? is no good be- 
cause of 19...fxg4 20 fxg4 Rxc3 21 
Wxc3 Exe4; the same applies to 17 


$.d2 DAf4!? 18 Rxf4 Kxc4 19 bxe4 
&xc3 20 Ha3 &d4 = Burger-Quin- 
teros, New York 1983) 17...£6 (or 
17...8.d4 18 g4 Dp7 19 Rl4 Rxc4 
20 bxc4 He7 21 2d3 Hbe8 22 Ae2 
ReS 23 2d2 + Ivanchuk-Manor, 
Adelaide jr Wch 1988) 18 &d2!? 
(an improvement in comparison 
with Portisch-Nunn, London 1982, 
in which Black achieved a good 
game after 18 &e3 £5 19 g4 {19 £4 
Rxc4 20 bxc4 AFG} 19...2xc4 20 
bxc4 fxg4 21 fxe4 DL6 22 RF3 We7 
23 &g5 h6 24 Rh4 5 25 Rel Hf8) 
18...£5 19 exf5 gxf5 20 Hel f4 21 
§.d3 £ Ivanchuk-Wahls, Adelaide jr 
Wch 1988. 
16 Re3 

Black cannot complain at the out- 
come of the opening after 16 &h4 
Wd7 17 b3 (or 17 Wd2 Rxc4 18 
&xc4 a6 19 2d3 b5 20 axb5 axb5 21 
Ea7 b4 22 @d1 Ha8 =) 17...0h5 18 
Ecol Af4 19 Rg3 DAxe2 20 Axe2 
Rxc4 21 bxc4 a6 22 Ac3 bS =, or 16 
Rd2 Rxc4 17 Rxc4 a6 18 We2 Wc8 
19 £4 (19 Kabl 2! Dd7 20 b4 cxb4 
21 Hxb4 b5! 22 axb5 Rxc3! 23 
&xc3 axb5 F) 19..2f8 20 Hfdl 
Wb7 with a reasonable game. 

16 ... We7! 

Only this strong move, discovered 
by Kapengut, allows Black to look to 
the future with optimism; White’s 
position is more promising after the 
alternatives: 

a) 16...Wd7 17 Wd2 S&xc4 18 
Sxc4 Ph7 19 Habl a6 20 b4 bd 21 
S.d3 c4 22 Rc2 bxa4!? 23 Rxa4 - 
QNb5 24 &d4 + Polugaevsky-Martin, 
Seville 1987. 


b) 16...&xc4 17 2xc4 a6 18 Wd3 
Wc8 (the pawn sacrifice 18...b5?! 
does not save Black from difficul- 
ties: 19 axb5 axb5 20 Axb5 Axb5 
21 2xb5 He7 22 2d2! Heb7 23 HaS 
Qh5 24 b3 Af4 25 We4 + Schmidt- 
Filipowicz, Poland 1980) 19 2f4! 
Ed8 20 Habl 2f8 21 b4 Ad7 22 
Wd2 £h7 23 Se2 DAe8 24 b5 a5 25 
£93 with a big advantage, because 
Black has absolutely no counter- 
play; Polugaevsky- Bouaziz, Riga IZ 
1979. 

17 Wd2 
18 Hfel 

Chances are approximately even 

after 18 e5!? 2xc4 19 exd6 Wxd6 20 


@h7 


S.xc4 Ad7. 
18... Gd7 
19 Habl 
19 £417. 
19 ... x4 
20 S2xc4 a6 
21 fl b5 
22 axb5 &Nxb5 
23 Adil EKb6 = 
Veremeichik-Kapengut, Minsk 
1982. 


B) 13 Dc4!? (D) 
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13... a6 
14 2g5(D) 

This is the only move that lays 
claim to an advantage. 

a) Black has not even the slight- 
est difficulty after 14 Ha3?! Wd7 15 
Eb3 Hab8 16 AbS 2xb5 17 axb5 
a6!?. 

b) 14 He3 Bxe2 15 Wxe2 a6 is 
absolutely OK for Black. 

c) 14 2f47! AhS! 15 Be3 (15 
2xd6? Bxc4 16 Bxc7 Mxe2) 
15...£5 16 Ad2 f4 17 Rf2 Rc8 18 
G\c4 Bb8 19 We2 a6 =. 

d) 14 4a3? fails to 14...Afxd5! 
15 &xa6 Axc3 16 Wd3 Axa4 17 
&b5 c4! — JanoSevic. 

e) After the move 14 2e3, both 
14...2xc4!? 15 &xc4 a6 16 Hel (16 
Wd3 Ad7 17 £4 £5! ©) 16...Ad7 17 
Rf1 Kb8 18 We2b5 19 axb5 axb5 =, 
and 14...2b8 15 Wd2 2xc4 16 2xc4 
a6 17 Habl (17 Wd3 bS5 18 axbS5 
axb5 19 @xb5 Afxd5! 20 Bxd5 
&xd5 ©) 17...0d7 18 b4 £5 19 Rg5 
R£6 20 2xf6 Wxf6 21 exf5 gxf5 22 
@h1 Wh4 equalize (Kapengut). 

f) Black need not fear 14 Hbl 
&xc4 (14...Ah57! 15 24 D6 16 
Rf4 2xc4 17 Mxc4 a6 18 Wd2 h5 
19 h3 Wd7 20 Wd3 Hab8 21 b4 is 
good for White; Chetverik-Ser- 
gienko, Matra 1993) 15 &xc4 @d7 
16 Abs Axb5 17 Rxb5 (17 axb5 
£5!7 18 exf5 Wh4 ~) 17...Bf8 with 
equality. 

14 ... h6 

White has a clear advantage after 
14...2xc4 15 2xc4 a6 16 Wd3, or 
14...2b87! 15 b3 h6 16 2d2. 

Black quite often tries 14...\Wd7: 
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a) 15 hl is considered under 13 
@hi1 Wd7. 

b) Unclear complications arise 
after 15 b3 Ag4 16 Wd2 2d4+ 17 
Phil Af2+ 18 Bxf2 Rxf2 19 Vf6 
8d4 20 e5 Exe5 (only he with iron 
nerves can embark upon 20...$2xc3 
21 Wh6 BDe6 22 Axd6 Wxd6 23 
dxe6 {23 exd6 loses beautifully: 
23...2xf6 24 &xa6 Rxal 25 d7 
G\c7! 26 dxe8W+ Hxe8 27 Wel and 
now 27...$2b2! —+} 23...Wf8 24 
exf7+ Wxf7 25 2xa6 Rxe5 26 Rc4 
Rxf6 27 2xf7+ Sxf7 ~ Hug-Anka, 
Lenk 1991) 21 @xe5 (21 Wh6 We8) 
21...2xe5 (or 21...dxe5!? 22 2xa6 
W5 23 d6 &xc3 24 Wxc3 Ad5 25 
WxeS Wxf6 «© Huss-Mascariiias, 
Switzerland 1991) 22 &xe5 dxe5 23 
Rxa6 Dxa6 24 We2 Ab4 25 Wxe5 
Ke8 = Karpman-Andrijevi¢, Pan- 
cevo 1989. 

c) If 15 Hbl then 15...h6!? 16 
Rd2 (16 Rh4?! Rxc4 17 Bxc4 
Eab8 is equal) 16...b5 17 axb5 Axb5 
18 Axb5 Bxb5 19 We3 a5 equal- 
izes, as does 15...s2xc4 16 S&xc4 a6 
17 b4 bS 18 S2d3 (18 axb5 axb5 19 
2d3 Xa3!? 20 De2 Hea8) 18..c419 
&c2 bxa4! (the capture is forced; 


otherwise White would play 20 a3 
and his hands would be free to play 
on the kingside) 20 &xa4 (20 
Gxa4!?) 20...ab5 21 Wd2 (21 
Bhi?! Wo7 22 Bxb5 axb5 23 Re3 
G\g4! 24 2d4 De3! 25 Rxe3 x3 
Beliavsky-Portisch, Szirak IZ 1987, 
and the initiative is already firmly 
in Black’s hands) 21...\Wb7 22 &.xb5 
axb5 =. 

d) 15 Hel!? also deserves atten- 
tion White is not hindering Black’s 
active play on the queenside, and has 
freed f1 for his bishop in good time: 
15...Hab8 (or 15...h6 16 2h4 Hab8 
17 Wd2 2xc4 18 Rxc4 g5 19 RF2 
a6 20 £1 DhS 21 Ad1 + G.Garcia- 
Gutierrez, Havana 1988) 16 Wd2 
&xc4 17 Rxc4 a6 18 Rfl h5 19 
@h1 Bb7 20 e5! with an advantage; 
Vera-Ionescu, Albena 1989. 

e) 15 Wd2 &xc4 (15...Bab8?! 16 
b3 AhS5 17 g4! Bd4+ 18 Shl Ag7 
19 Re3 +) 16 S2xc4 a6 17 Wd3 DhS 
(after 17...heb8 White begins to play 
successfully in the centre: 18 f4!? 
G\g4 19 e5 dxe5 20 £5 +; he also has 
an advantage after 17...h6 18 2e3 
Wce8 19 Rf4! V8 20 Hfb1 Wb7 21 
b4 cxb4 22 Exb4 Birbrager-Tal, 
USSR 1955) 18 g4 2d4+ 19 Ghl 
&\g7 20 Habl!? with an edge for 
White; Dlugy-de Firmian, USA Ch 
1988. 

15 2h4 

15 &d2 (15 24 Dh5!) 15...2xc4 
16 &xc4 a6 17 hl Ad7 18 Hb 
Eb8 19 We2 Wc8!, when 20 b4?! is 
no good because of 20...b5 21 axbS 
cxb4 22 Bxb4 &xc3! 23 2xc3 axbS, 
is quite inoffensive for Black. 


15 &e3 deserves attention: 

a) White has a clear advantage 
after 15...&b8 16 Wd2 (the less tra- 
ditional 16 Hel! is interesting, for 
example 16...Wd7 17 Wd2 @h7 18 
e5 dxe5 19 d6 Wa8 20 Axe5 Exe5 
21 $.xa6 with an advantage; Gaprin- 
dashvili-Kapengut, Reggio Emilia 
1992) 16...8h7 17 b3!? We7 18 
Efel!? with the initiative. 

b) 15...We7?! 16 Wd2 Gh7 (the 
line 16...g5 17 h4 gxh4 18 &xh6 
@h5 19 S.xg7 Sxe7 20 De3, Chek- 
hov-Psakhis, Lvov 1984, also fa- 
vours White) 17 Kael @d7 18 2f2 
S2xc4 19 &xc4 HDe5 20 Re2 + Dy- 
dyshko-Kapengut, Minsk 1982. 

c) 15...Wd7 16 Wd2 Gh7 17 b3! 
$.xc4 18 bxc4 Da6 19 Kael Ab4 20 
2d1 + Novikov-Hernandez, Man- 
zanillo 1987. 

d) 15...A@h5!? deserves some at- 
tention. In Portisch-Rajna, Hungary 
1980, White did not manage to gain 
an advantage: 16 Wd2 (16 ¢4 @f6 17 
S.f4 B2xc4 18 Bxc4 a6) 16...25 17 
£4 Af6 18 £2 S2xc4 19 Bxc4 Ad7 
20 Ad1 Wf6 21 Se2 a6 with an un- 
clear game. 

e) 15...2xc4 16 Rxc4 a6 17 Wd2 
@h7 18 Habl (18 Hael Eb8 19 2d3 
b5 20 axb5 @xb5!? 21 Axb5 axb5 
=) and Black has a choice: 

el) 18...2b8 19 b4 (19 Wd3!? is 
interesting, and 19...b5?! 20 axb5 
axb5 21 Axb5 AfxdS 22 Rxd5 
&\xd5 23 Wxd5 Exb5 24 Wxf7 leads 
to an advantage for White) 19...b5 
and now: 

ell) 20 Se2 c4 (20...cxb4 21 
Exb4 a5 simply forces White to 
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sacrifice the exchange for fantastic 
compensation: 22 Exb5! @xb5 23 
$.xb5 He7 24 De2) 21 2d4 (21 a5 
Ee7 22 Sd1 Wh8! 23 De2 Es 24 
&.f4 Dce8 25 Bc2 Ad7 Lukacs- 
J.Horvath, Budapest 1987; Black 
has arranged his pieces successfully 
and his chances are in no way worse) 
21...He7 22 a5 Wh8! 23 Hbd1 Ace8 
24 Efel (24 g3 Ad7 25 &xg7 Axg7 
26 £4 £5 27 2f3 fxe4 28 Axed AF5 
was level in Glek-Ivanchuk, USSR 
1987) 24...0d7 25 &xg7 Dxg7 26 
f4 f5 Ivanchuk-Manor, Groningen 
1986, and Black has a playable 
game. 

e12) 20 axb5 axb5 21 Re2 c4 22 
Kal Ha8 23 $2.44 with a small advan- 
tage. 

e2) 18...Wd7 19 b4 b5 20 Re2 
(20 £d3? Afxd5!; 20 axb5 axb5 21 
Se2 c422 2d4 We7 23 2d1 Ka3 24 
S.c2 Ad7 25 Hal Hea8 26 Bxa3 
$2.xd4+ 27 Wxd4 Exa3 28 £4 Wf6!? 
= Zaltsman-Dzindzichashvili, Lone 
Pine 1980) 20...c4 (again 20...cxb4?! 
21 Hxb4 a5 is no good because of 22 
Kxb5+-) 21 a5 (after 21 Kbel!? it 
would be interesting to test 21...a5!?, 
all the more so as 21...We7 22 2d4! 
Eab8 23 a5 Wf8 24 2d1 Wh8 25 f4 
Q\d7 26 &xeg7 Wxg7 27 S2.c2 is good 
for White; C.Hansen-Paavilainen, 
Pohja 1985) with a division: 

e21) White has a big advantage 
after 21...\We7 22 2d4 WF8 23 2d1! 
Q\d7 (23...Wh8 24 De2! +) 24 2xg7 
Wxe7 25 &c2 He7 26 EHbel De8 27 
£4 +. 

e22) White also wields the initia- 
tive in the event of 21...He7 22 2d1 
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(22 Kbel We8 23 2d4 Wh8! 24 Hdl 
Gce8 25 We2 Ad7 26 &xg7 Axg7 
27 £4 £5! =) 22...We8 23 £4 (23 
Sc2 Wh8! 24 Hbdl Ag4! 25 Bd4 
$2.xd4+ 26 Wxd4 Wxd4+ 27 Bxd4 
G\e3 28 Hcl f5 = Petran-Horvath, 
Szirak 1985) 23...2d8 24 94 Wh8 25 
Ge2 BWce8 26 Se3 Ad7 27 Ad4 
with the initiative; Van der Sterren- 
Fernandez, Lucerne OL 1982. 

e23) 21...Ag8 22 2dl1!? (or 22 
S2d4 &xd4+ 23 Wxd4 £5 24 2d1 
We7 =) 22...£5 23 Rc2 fxe4 24 fxe4 
Se5 25 Hf3 We7 26 De2 Af6 = 
Ogaard-Nunn, Gjgvik 1984. 

e3) 18...0d7!? 19 Shi (Black 
has a good game in the event of 19 
b4?! £5! 20 bxc5 bxc5 21 Phi {21 
exf5?? Hxe3)} 21...Wf6 22 Bb7 Hec8 
23 Hcl He5 I.Farago-Toshkov, Al- 
bena 1984) 19...&b8 20 b4 b5 21 
axb5 (a standard manoeuvre equal- 
izes for Black after 21 2d3 c4 22 
S2.c2 bxa4 23 Bxa4 Ab5 24 Bxb5 
axb5 25 &d4 We5 26 Hal Ad3 = 
Farago-Karolyi, Budapest 1985) 
21...axb5 22 2d3 c4 23 S2c2 Ha8 24 
f4 Stertenbrink-Karoly, Corr 1985, 
and now 24...f5!725 2d4(25 exf5?! 
&xc3 26 fxg6+ Gg8 27 Wxc3 
Gxd5) 25...2xd4 26 Wxd4 Wf6 
would have promised Black a rea- 
sonable game. 

1S: sss Wd7 (D) 

White has the initiative after 
15...2xc4 16 2xc4 g5 17 Bf2 a6 18 
Eel Ad7 19 2f1 Rb8 (19... ae5 20 
Ge2!? Ac4 21 Ag3 Axb2 22 We2 
b5 23 axb5 axb5 24 Exa8 Wxa8 25 
&f5 + Beliavsky-Rogulj, Tallinn 
1977) 20 Hcl. 


UY Game. GNY 


WH 
KN 


16 S2f2!? 

The unfortunate 16 g4? loses after 
16...Axg4! 17 fxg4 &xc3 18 bxc3 
Exe4 19 h3 &xc4 20 Rxc4 Bxc4 21 
Wd2 Bxg4+! —+ I.Farago-Lim, Ki- 
kinda 1978. 

Black has a good game in the 
event of 16 Ebl S2xc4!? 17 2xc4 a6 
and 18 b4 is not very good because 
of 18...Ag4!, or 16 Wd2 &xc4 17 
Rxc4 a6 18 Wd3 (18 2xf6 2xf6 19 
Wxh6 b5 with good compensation 
for the pawn) 18...0h5 19 Hfd1 g5 
20 2f2 Af4 21 Wl Ag6 © Bole- 
slavsky. 

16 ... &xc4 

16...Hab8 does not lead to equal- 

ity either: 17 Hel! &xc4 18 S2xc4 
a6 19 Rf1 Kec8 (19...b5? 20 axb5 
axb5 21 Ha7 c4 22 e5!) 20 g3 b5 21 
axb5 axb5 22 Ha7 b4 23 Da4 Vera- 
P.Cramling, Las Palmas 1988, with 
an advantage. 

17 2xc4 a6 


18 Wd3 “Nh5 
19 g3 Efs 
20 $p2 


G.Garcia-Abreu, Havana .1988. 
White’s position is more active and 
more promising. 


Index of Variations 


1 d4 D6 2 c4 c5 3 d5 €6 


A60 

AQF3 6 

4236 

4 G\c3 exd5 5 cxd5: 
5...26 9 
5...&d6 10 


A6l1 
4 &c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
“Vf3 g6: 
7h3 13 
7 Dd2 &g7 8 Ac4 0-0: 
9 Rf4 15 
9 R25 17 
7 Bf 4: 
7...26 21 
7...8027 8 Wa4+ 2d7 
9 Wb3 bS: 
10 Rxd6 24 
10 @xb5 25 
7 Kg5 without e2-e4 26 


A62 
4 Gc3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
Of3 96 7 23 Se7 8 
Kg2 0-0 9 0-0: 
9,..%24 and others 33 
9...e8 10 &£4 and oth- 
ers 34 
9...a6 10 a4 Me8 10 Rf4 
and others 37 
9...4)a6: 
10 h3 40 
10 Rf4 42 
10 Ad2 “c7: 
11 a4 43 
11 Ac4 44 


A63 
4 G\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
Gf3 267 g3 Re7 8 
220-09 0-0 
9...Qbd7 48 
9...a6 10 a4 Dbd7: 
11 e4: 
11...2b8 51 
11...e8 52 
11 Ad2 Eb8 53 
(11...3%e8 — A64) 
11 RF4: 
11...\Wc7 55 
11...We7 57 


A64 

4 Gc3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 

43 967 g3 Re7 8 

Rg2 0-0 9 0-0 a6 10 a4 

G\bd7 11 @d2 He8: 

12 Wb3 and others 61 

12 e4 62 

12 Ha2 62 

12 Ac4 63 

12 h3 Hb8 13 “c4: 
13...0b6 66 
13...He5 69 


A65 
4 &c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 26 
7 B£4 a6 (7...227 75) 8 
G3 b5 (8...227 and 
others 75) 9 We2: 
9,..$e7 79 
9...h5 80 
7 Rd3 Rg7 8 Dge2 0-0 


9...4g4 and others 82 
9...b6 83 

9...Ke8 84 

9...2a6 85 

9...a6 10 a4 Abd7 86 


8 225 0-0 9 Wd?2: 
9...a6 95 
9...h6 98 


A66 

4 &\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 967 £4 Rg7 8 e5 
8...dxe5 105 

8...A\fd7 107 


A67 
4 Gc3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 
6 e4 267 £4 Rg7 8 
Rb5+ 
8...5207 111 
8...A\bd7 111 
8...0£d7: 
9 DF3 115 
9 Re2 115 
9 2d3 0-0 10 ®f3: 
10...a6 117 
10...2a6 11 0-0: 
11...Ac7 120 
11...4b8 122 
9 a4: 
9... Wh4+ 124 
9...a6 125 
9...0-0 126 


256 Index of Variations 


A68 

4 G\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 267f4 Re7 8 Df3 
0-09 Re2 

9...4a6 and others 129 
9...b5 130 

9... Red 132 


A69 

4 \c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
eA 267 £4 Re7 8 DEB 
0-09 Re2 He8 10 Ad?: 


10...c4 and others 138 


10...2a6 11 0-0: 
11...2b8 139 
11...0c7 141 

10...a6 11 a4 Dbd7 

12 0-0: 
12...2b8 142 
12...c4 144 
10...abd7 146 
10 e5 dxe5 11 fxe5 Ag4 
12 Rg5 (12 Others 149); 
12...£6 150 


12...Wb6 13 0-0 AxeS: 


14 Dxe5 155 
14 d6 158 


A70 

4 &c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 267 Df3 Rp7 (7...a6 
162) 

8 S&d3 164 

8 Rf4 165 

8 Wa4+ 166 

8 h3 0-09 2d3: 


9,..2d7 and others 171 


9...4\a6 172 
9...Ke8 10 0-0 c4: 
11 &c2 173 
11 &xc4 174 
9...a6 175 
9...b5 10 AxbS5 (10 
Rxb5 182): 
10...Axe4 183 
10...%e8 186 


A71 

4 G\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
eA 26 7 D3 Re7 8 Kes 
h6 9 2h4 

9...25 189 

9...a6 190 


A72 

4 G\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
eA 96 7 Df3 Rg7 8 Re2 
0-0 

9 Re5 194 

9 Rf4 195 


A73 
4 G\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 967 Af3 Re7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 
9...4\bd7 and others 198 
9...Re4 199 
9...4a6 10 Ad2 (10 Oth- 
ers 201): 
10...De8 202 
10...2c7 205 


A74 

4 Bc3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
eA 267 Df3 Be7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 a6 10 a4 Abd7 
208 


A75 
4 &c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 96 7 Df3 Re7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 a6 10 a4 Re4 
11 &g5 211 
11 h3 212 
11 @d2 214 
11 Rf4: 

11...We7 215 


A76 
4 c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
eA £67 Df3 Be7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 He8 10 We2 
225 


A77 
4 &c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 267 Df3 Re7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 He8 10 Ad2 
10...2bd7 (10...b6 and 
others 228): 
11 f3 and others 229 
11 We2 230 
11 h3 231 
11 a4: 
11...a6: 
12 h3 233 
12 Ha3 234 
12 We2 235 
11...He5: 
12 Adbl 237 
12 Wce2 237 
12 Xel 240 
12 Ha3 240 


A78 

4 &\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 96 7 DAf3 Re7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 He8 10 Ad2 
{a6 

11 bl and others 243 
11 Xel 243 


A79 

4 G\c3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 
e4 26 7 DAf3 Re7 8 Re2 
0-0 9 0-0 He8 10 Ad2 
a6 11 £3 Ac7 
(11...Others 246) 12 a4 


11...Be8 12 Dd2 Rxe2 b6 (12...2d7 247) 


13 Wxe2 DhS 14 Le3 
Q\d7: 
15 a5 217 
15 g4218 
11...2xf3 219 


13 #h1 249 
13 Dc4 251 


